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ABSTRACT 
 Employee engagement is emerging as a critical organisational issue especially as 
organisations are recovering from the trauma of the global recession and constant 
change. Employee engagement has been an area of interest among many 
researchers and it has received even greater recognition among consulting firms. 
Therefore, there is a need for academic research on this theory to ascertain the 
claims of the human resource consulting firms as well as to add to the existing 
knowledge of employee engagement in the literature.  
 The main aim of the research was to establish whether there is a relationship 
between employee engagement and performance. The methodology was based on 
secondary research by means of statistics for employee engagement and 
performance scores obtained of permanent employees from the organisation under 
study. A structured survey for employee engagement was used and compared over 
a two year period as well as performance scores over a two year period.  
 The empirical findings of this study in terms of the relationship between employee 
engagement and job performance were evident in that a relationship between the 
variables was proved; however findings from the qualitative research suggest direct 
and strong relationship between employee engagement and job performance, 
whereas the current study has not highlighted a very strong relationship based on 
the empirical findings. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The overall purpose of this dissertation is to establish whether there is a relationship 
between employee engagement and performance. The purpose of this chapter is to 
provide an overview of the theoretical background, the problem statement and the 
objectives of the study. The underlying issues pertaining to employee engagement and 
its subsequent relationship to performance will be the core focus of the rest of the 
research. Definitions of key terms as well as the research and empirical objectives will be 
discussed in this chapter. 
 
1.2 EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT 
 
The construct of engagement was first defined by Kahn (1990, p.692) as “the harnessing 
of organisation members” selves to their work role. In engagement, people employ and 
express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role performance; it 
refers to the psychological presence when occupying and performing an organisational 
role (Kahn, 1990). 
 Kahn’s (1990) work was personified by Andrew and Sofian (2011) as an element that 
serves to fulfil the human spirit at work. These authors add that Kahn’s work used the 
methods of observation and interviews to carry out a qualitative research of personal 
engagement among sixteen camp counsellors and sixteen architectural firm employees 
(Andrew & Sofian, 2011). Andrew and Sofian (2011, p. 499) created more awareness 
around the fact that: 
“Kahn (1990) established that individuals portray upon themselves to a 
changeable extent at the same time as executing job roles with the obligation of 
presences; cognitively, emotionally and physically in different tasks they carry out; 
noting that employees could decide to retreat or disengage from their job roles 
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and organisational tasks. This position has laid a conceptual foundation for Gallup 
Organisation” 
 Furthermore, Markos and Sridevi (2010) emphasise that employee engagement is built 
on the foundation of earlier concepts like job satisfaction, employee commitment and 
citizenship behaviours. These authors emphasise that regardless of the relationship 
employee engagement has to the above-mentioned constructs, it is much broader in 
scope. Markos and Sridevi (2010) go on to emphasise that engagement concerns passion 
and commitment as well as the willingness to invest oneself and expand on one’s 
discretionary effort to help the employer succeed. This implies that employee 
engagement moves beyond satisfaction with the employment arrangement or basic 
loyalty to the employer. It is therefore essential to establish whether performance could 
be directly related to employee engagement. 
 Various definitions for employee engagement exist. Robinson, Perryman and Hayday 
(2004, p.9) define employee engagement as a “positive attitude towards the organisation 
and its value”. These authors add that an engaged employee is aware of the organisation 
context and works with colleagues to improve performance within the job for the benefit 
of the organisation. 
According to Robinson et al. (2004, p.23) “engagement is believed to be one step beyond 
commitment, which has been shown to have an impact on organisational outcomes; it is 
also linked to increased intention to stay with the organisation”. The authors add that it 
therefore makes sense for organisations to monitor the engagement levels of employees 
and to take the necessary steps to increase these. 
Furthermore, according to Smythe (2007) employee engagement is described as a 
powerful concept, because it conveys the notion of employees who are prepared to give 
it their all, work with passion and go the extra mile. This author emphasises that employee 
engagement could assist in the creation of excellence orientated performance work 
environments. 
3 
 
 In essence, the researcher highlights that employee engagement is about understanding 
one’s function in an organisation and embracing it with enthusiasm and excitement, 
regardless of the challenges arising due to external factors. 
 
1.3 PERFORMANCE 
 Viswesvaran (2011) defines performance as evaluable behaviours, and stresses that the 
difference between behaviours and outcomes is not clear-cut in many instances. The 
author further adds that whether one defines performance and related constructs as 
behaviours or outcomes depends on the contributions one makes and the purpose of the 
evaluation. 
 According to Armstrong (2000), performance means both behaviour and result. Behaviour 
emanates from the performer and transforms performance from abstraction to action. It 
is not just a means to an end, because the behaviour is also an outcome in itself, which 
is the product of mental and physical effort applied to the task. This can also be judged 
apart from the result (Armstrong, 2000). 
 Murphy (1989) as cited in Viswesvaran (2011) describes the construct of job performance 
as comprising of four dimensions: 1) downtime behaviours, 2) task performance, 3) 
interpersonal behaviours and 4) destructive behaviours. Murphy (1989, in Viswesvaran, 
2011) added that task performance focuses on performing role-prescribed activities 
whereas downtime behaviours refer to lateness, tardiness, absences or, broadly, to the 
negative pole of time on task. Furthermore, it was explained that interpersonal behaviours 
refer to helping others, teamwork ratings and prosocial behaviours. Lastly, destructive 
behaviours correspond to compliance with rules (or lack of it), violence on the job, theft 
and other behaviours counterproductive to the goals of the organisation. 
A moment’s thought about the different jobs one has experienced is sufficient to illustrate 
how difficult it is to find a definition for performance that is applicable across jobs and 
even across situations (Corporate Executive Board (CEB), 2013). According to these 
researchers, this phenomenon becomes even more intricate when researching 
engagement literature since literature defines performance in different ways. These 
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approaches either refer to the process of performance, the outcome of performance or 
both (CEB, 2013).  
 
1.4  JUSTIFICATION OF THE STUDY 
 Bakker, Albrecht and Leiter (2011) noted that employees’ psychological connection with 
their work has gained critical importance in the information/service economy of the 
twenty-first century. The authors add that “in the contemporary world of work, to compete 
effectively, organisations not only must recruit the top talent, but must also inspire and 
enable employees to apply their full capabilities to their work” (Bakker et al., 2011, p.4). 
It is emphasised by Markos and Sridevi (2010) that employee engagement is a broad 
construct that touches nearly all branches of human resource management facets. If 
every component of human resources was not well addressed with proper approaches, 
employees would fail to engage themselves fully in their job roles thereby leading to 
mismanagement (Markos & Sridevi, 2010). 
According to Andrew and Sofian (2012) there are increasing claims in literature that 
engagement is needed for high-level organisational performance and productivity. For 
example the findings of many research papers including the work of Harter, Schmidt, 
Killham and Asplund, (1993); Andrew and Sofian, (2012) and; Rich, Lepine and Crawford, 
(2010) agree that employee engagement could be a strong factor for organisational 
performance and success, as it seems to possess significant potential to affect employee 
retention, employee loyalty and productivity. These findings further suggest that there are 
links to customer satisfaction, organisational reputation and the overall stakeholder value. 
Stakeholder value referring to the returns received to all possible parties that benefit, both 
directly and indirectly from the organisation. These stakeholders include, but are not 
limited to shareholders, directors, customers, employees, communities, suppliers and the 
like. 
This study aims to identify key drivers that contribute to employee engagement through 
a wide literature survey. Furthermore the research conducted aims to find the strength of 
relationships between employee engagement and performance. 
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Additionally, the element of performance is further echoed by Koopmans, Bernaards, 
Hildebrandt, Schaufeli, de Vet and van der Beek (2011) who note that individual work 
performance is an issue that has not only gripped organisations all over the world, but 
also fuelled a great deal of research in fields of management, occupational health, and 
work and organisational psychology. In this study, specific reference is given to the 
organisational aspect which has a focused interest in the relationship of determinants 
such as engagement, in particular on job performance. It is worth noting that, to date, 
despite its importance, no comprehensive framework of job performance exists 
(Koopmans et al., 2011).  
Recent studies, one in particular by Salanova, Agut and Peiró (2005) proved that 
engagement is positively related to objective performance on the department or unit level. 
By using a sample of contract employees from restaurant and hotel service units, they 
showed that levels of work engagement were positively related to customer ratings of 
performance, through service climate. Customer satisfaction is a critical measure of job 
performance, particularly within the Sales and Marketing department in the organisation 
under study. This department is viewed as the core department and carries the greatest 
cost and subsequent risk, if performance is not at an acceptable standard Joe Ramokoto 
(personal communication, 1 October 2014). Various and diverse studies exist which 
signifies that work engagement may lead to enhanced performance, but does so through 
different mechanisms. For the purpose of this dissertation, the researcher specifically 
focuses on employee engagement to the job, manager and organisation in relation to 
performance. 
It is worth noting that senior executives have been enlightened to the fact that many 
consumer and industrial products and services are and will continue to be commoditised 
due to product life-cycles, fierce competition, supply and demand, globalisation, and 
material costs (Salanova et al., 2005). This makes it very difficult for organisations to 
further differentiate themselves from their competitors on the basis of products, prices, 
and technology. 
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Employee engagement is therefore becoming an increasingly important factor to establish 
and measure in organisations who are seeking to obtain the best results and of course, 
retain market share and meet bottom line objectives (Smythe, 2007). 
 With this in mind, the primary focus of this study is to determine the relationship between 
employee engagement and job performance. 
 
1.5 PROBLEM STATEMENT 
In order to remain competitive and maintain market share in a challenging business 
environment, it is important for every employee to perform optimally and to be engaged 
in the purpose, objectives and values of the organisation and within their individual roles. 
According to Bala and Kumar (2011), the fast moving consumer goods (FMCG) industry 
is a quick, agile industry with a wide range of products. Leading businesses in the FMCG 
industry are experiencing declining rates in their market share, due to competitors in 
similar industries who are attempting to enter the market with various competitive 
strategies (Bala & Kumar, 2011). More specifically, a decline in the overall engagement 
and performance levels of employees within the organisation under study has been 
highlighted over the past two years (Elzette Pieterse-Landman, personal communication, 
22 July 2014). The root cause for the decline is not apparent at this stage; however the 
new structure within the business as well as new employees entering the business at a 
rapid pace could also be a viewed as a possible reason for the decline in the overall 
engagement levels of employees. 
  
1.6 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
 Based on the problem statement mentioned above, the overall objective of this research 
is to establish whether there is relationship between employee engagement and 
performance. In doing so, the organisation under study will be able to identify whether 
engaged employees are more likely to perform better.  
1.6.1 Specific literature objectives 
 The following specific literature objectives were identified: 
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a. Literature Objective 1 
To provide a greater understanding of employee engagement and its subsequent 
relationship to job performance. 
 
b. Literature Objective 2 
To understand what are the drivers of employee engagement and factors that affect job 
performance are. 
 
c. Literature Objective 3 
To investigate ways in which employee engagement is linked to job performance. 
 
1.6.2 Specific empirical objectives 
 The following specific empirical objectives were identified: 
a. Empirical Objective 1 
To analyse past employee engagement and performance scores at the FMCG 
organisation under study; to identify whether a possible relationship between the two 
constructs are apparent. 
 
b. Empirical Objective 2 
To investigate the possible relationship between the various demographic variables and 
sampling units, and employee engagement and performance. 
 
1.7 RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
 Based on the research objectives, the study therefore seeks to answer the following 
question: 
 What is the relationship between employee engagement and job performance? 
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1.8 POTENTIAL CONTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY 
 The potential contribution of this particular study is that it could be utilised within the 
specific organisation under study as a measure to enhance employee engagement and 
job performance. Because the means of measuring employee engagement and 
performance are already in place within the business, the possible relationship between 
the two constructs under study could serve as a guiding compass for when the business 
is faced with challenges, such as change and restructuring. Additionally the outcome of 
the study could assist human resource professionals in coaching line managers to 
engage their employees effectively. Additionally, this study can assist in ensuring that 
appropriate mechanisms are in place to engage employees and to align employees to the 
purpose and goals of the organisation. 
 
1.9  CONCLUSION  
 As previously mentioned, the workforce is constantly changing and in order to remain 
abreast of developments, organisations need to have a workforce who are engaged in 
the overall mission, vision, purpose and values of the business as well as their individual 
roles within the organisation. It is also imperative for employees to perform optimally 
within their roles in order to remain relevant and for the business as a whole to meet its 
objectives. With that in mind the core purpose of this chapter was to introduce these 
constructs and to establish the overall objectives and contributions of this study.  
Chapter two provides a reflective review of previous literature into the areas of employee 
engagement, individual performance and also performance measurement. Chapter three 
focuses on the research methodology used in the study. The chapter comprises of a 
description of the sampling method, the measuring instruments and the method of data 
analysis used in the study. In chapter four, the focus is on the results of the study. These 
results are then interpreted and discussed in chapter five with reference to the objectives 
of the study. Limitations and recommendations for future research are provided in chapter 
five as well. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
 With work becoming less stable and change being a constant in many major 
organisations across the globe, it is essential for organisations to have a workforce who 
perform optimally and who are engaged in their work. It is also important for employees 
to be aligned and engaged with the overall values and objectives of the business (Smythe, 
2007). Using an example from the researcher’s own work environment within the 
organisation under study, employee recruitment is conducted for a particular position 
based on the immediate needs and circumstances that are inherent in the organisation. 
Over time, the initial drive and focus to be engaged in their work starts to diminish. The 
initial drive and enthusiasm would then need to be revived through various formal and 
informal programmes within the organisation. Because employees are seen as the 
greatest assets in the business, organisations, and more specifically managers, need to 
ensure that their assets are engaged in their roles and remain engaged. As stated by 
Smythe (2007), employees who are engaged in their work and committed to their 
organisation give organisations crucial competitive advantages including higher 
productivity and lower employee turnover. Thus, it is imperative that employees perform 
optimally in order to reach and maximise the bottom line objective of any business, which 
is to be profitable (Rayton, 2012). The researcher is therefore of the view that the 
relationship between employee engagement and job performance can enable 
organisations to achieve this goal. 
The CEB HR Performance Management Survey (2013) adds that the current strained 
global economic climate and changing competitor landscape bring great challenges in 
ensuring revenue growth. The survey concluded that top and bottom line growth is critical 
for survival, and this needed to be done with constrained budgets and fewer employees 
to get more done. It is further emphasised that the business environment has changed 
drastically in terms of the way work gets done; increased interdependence amongst 
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employees needed to get the work done; such as through increased collaboration as well 
as coordination across virtual boundaries. Increased information analysis and processing 
requirements to make informed decisions has also resulted in major developments and 
changes in how work gets done (CEB, 2013). 
With these challenges in mind, it is critical to ensure that the human resources of an 
organisation remain engaged and perform optimally as most employees spend the 
majority of their lifetime at work and therefore need to be engaged. Additionally, work is 
becoming less stable amidst the changes in the nature of work (Landy & Conte’, 2010). 
Furthermore, it is emphasised by CEB (2013, p.9) that “higher workloads and increased 
employee stress are symptomatic of fundamental shifts in the work environment”. It is 
further reiterated that to be even more productive in this environment, employees will 
need to build new skills and competencies and work in different ways. As a result, 
executives will need to organise and manage differently to enable their teams to be 
productive. According to CEB (2013), to achieve profitable growth, organisations must 
understand the most important changes taking place in the new work environment and 
the implications for employee performance and productivity. Organisations also need to 
identify the necessary new skills and competencies for employees to be productive and 
determine how best to quickly build them across the workforce.  
In understanding these phenomena, it becomes evident that the work environment is very 
volatile in this era. Various factors come into play that could result in the non-performance 
of individuals in the workplace and the lack of engagement in their work and the overall 
objectives of the organisation in reaching its bottom line. 
Employee engagement therefore becomes an increasingly important focal point in any 
organisation’s strategy to ensure that its workforce performs optimally and understand 
their role in achieving the objectives of the business. 
This chapter will focus on the constructs of employee engagement and job performance 
and the various aspects to take into account. 
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2.2 EMPLOYEE ENGAGEMENT 
 The following section of literature highlights various elements into the area of employee 
engagement including the theory, business case and drivers of employee engagement. 
 
 
2.2.1 Theoretical underpinning of employee engagement 
 The following section of literature addresses the theoretical underpinning of employee 
engagement and includes various definitions and theories around the emergence as well 
as the significance of employee engagement. The relevance and business case for 
employee engagement is also discussed. 
2.2.1.1 Social Exchange Theory 
The Social Exchange Theory (SET) is the most accepted and widely used theory in recent 
research on employee engagement. According to Saks (2006, p.603) “a strong theoretical 
rationale for explaining employee engagement can be found in the SET”. The central 
tenet of the SET is that people make social decisions based on perceived costs and 
benefits (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). This assumption affirms that human beings 
evaluate all social relationships to determine the benefits they will obtain out of such 
relationships. According to Saks (2006) the best way for employees to repay their 
organisation is through their level of engagement. Employees will choose whether or not 
to engage themselves in relation to the resources they get from their organisation. This 
perception shows a reciprocal relationship between the support that organisations give to 
their employees and the employee’s willingness to make the most of their individual and 
team performance. Additionally, it should be noted that the postulation under theories of 
social exchange or reciprocity is based on the idea that when individuals receive a favour, 
they may experience a state of discomfort due to a sense of indebtedness which will 
encourage them to reciprocate the received benefit in order to restore the equilibrium of 
the interpersonal relationship (Chadwick-Jones, 1976). According to Cropanzano and 
Mitchell (2005) the SET provides a theoretical foundation to justify the reasons why 
employees decide to engage more or less in their work or stay with their organisation. In 
essence, employee engagement involves emotional and psychological relationships 
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between employees and their organisation that can be transmuted into negative or 
positive behaviours which employees display at their workplace (Chadwick-Jones, 1976). 
 
2.2.2 Characteristics of engaged employees 
According to Bakker et al. (2011, p.4) “engaged employees conserve their own 
engagement through a process of job crafting”. The authors add that engaged employees 
are highly energetic, self-efficacious individuals who exercise influence over events that 
affect their lives. Bakker et al. (2011, p.4) go on to say that “because of their positive 
attitude and activity level, engaged employees create their own positive feedback, in 
terms of appreciation, recognition and success”. 
An engaged employee is said to be aware of his or her business context and works with 
colleagues to improve performance within the job for the benefit of the organisation 
(Boswell & Boudreau, 2011). 
According to Harter et al. (1993), there are three different types of employees: 
 Engaged- engaged employees are builders. They want to know the desired 
expectations for their role so they can meet and exceed them. They are naturally 
curious about their organisation and their role in it. They perform at consistently 
high levels and they want to use their talents and strengths at work every day. 
They work with passion and they drive innovation to move their organisation 
forward. 
 Actively disengaged- The “actively disengaged” employees typically sow seeds of 
negativity at every opportunity. As workers increasingly rely on each other to 
generate products and services, the problems and tensions that are fostered by 
actively disengaged workers can cause great damage to an organisation’s 
functioning. 
 Not engaged- Not engaged employees tend to concentrate on tasks rather than 
the goals and outcomes they are expected to accomplish.  They focus on 
accomplishing tasks as opposed to achieving an outcome. Employees who are not 
engaged tend to feel their contributions are being overlooked and their potential is 
not being tapped. 
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It becomes important for managers to understand their employees’ level of 
engagement in order to gauge which methods can be utilised as a means to 
enhance and increase engagement.  
 
2.2.3  Drivers of and business case for employee engagement  
 Bakker and Demerouti (2007) suggest that job and personal resources are important 
drivers of work engagement. The authors add that job resources reduce the impact of job 
demands on strain, are functional in achieving work goals and stimulate personal growth, 
learning and development. In addition, it should be noted that these resources have 
motivational potential in the face of high job demands. 
  Following this, Bakker and Demerouti (2007) developed the Job Demands- Resources 
(JDR) model as depicted below in Figure 1. 
  
 
Figure 2.1: The Job Demands-Resources model of work engagement (Bakker & 
Demerouti, 2007). 
The above model suggests that the antecedents and consequences of engagements can 
be arranged into an inclusive model of work engagement. The model further indicates 
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that job and personal resources influences work engagement, as well as that performance 
is influenced by work engagement. 
It is worth emphasising that according to Saks (2006), given that the drivers are expected 
to predict engagement and engagement predicts the outcomes, it is possible that 
engagement mediates the relationship between the drivers and the consequences. 
 Additionally, Smythe (2007) views the drivers of employee engagement as the degrees 
to which people are usefully included in decision-making; both in day-to-day processes 
and in big change, transformation and crisis. The author adds that engagement is about 
how the power is shared and how that process is governed for employees at all levels.  
 According to Robinson et al. (2004, p.21) “the strongest driver of employee engagement 
is a sense of feeling valued and involved”. This statement clearly relates to recognition as 
a mediator for employee engagement. These authors add that the components of the 
“feeling valued and involved” indicator relate to several aspects already identified as 
relevant to engagement by researchers. These aspects include 1) involvement in decision 
making, 2) the extent to which employees feel able to voice their ideas and managers to 
listen to these views and value employees’ contributions, 3) the opportunities employees 
have to develop their jobs and 4) the extent to which the organisation is concerned for 
employees’ health and well-being. 
Figure 2.2 diagrammatically depicts the drivers of employee engagement according to 
Robinson et al. (2004), and how they relate to the one most significant driver, “feeling 
valued and involved”. 
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 Figure 2.2: The drivers of employee engagement: a diagnostic tool (Robinson et al., 
2004).  
Of fundamental importance to engagement are the following factors as cited by Robinson 
et al. (2004):  
Effective co-operation between different departments and functions, and also between 
management and trade unions. Two-way communication allows the employee to voice 
ideas and suggest better ways of doing things. Management reciprocate this relationship 
by keeping employees informed about the things that are relevant to them. 
There ought to be a great emphasis on development within the organisation, so that 
individuals feel that the organisation takes a long-term view of their value, and delivers 
both the training they need now and fair access to development opportunities. 
Additionally, a commitment to employee well-being demonstrated by taking health and 
safety seriously, working to minimise accidents, injuries, violence and harassment and 
taking effective action when problems occur can be effective in increasing the levels of 
engagement of employees in the organisation. 
Moreover, it worth emphasisng that clear, accessible HR policies and practices to which 
line managers are committed- particularly regarding appraisals, equal opportunities and 
family friendliness highlights transparency and the extend to which employees can see 
the alignment of the work to the aspect of governance and how the business ought to be 
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run in an ethical manner. An important aspect, which often does not receive the necessary 
attention it deserves is that of fairness in relation to compensation and benefits in terms 
of comparisons within and outside the organisation. Lastly, it should be emphasised that 
a harmonious working environment which encourages employees to respect and help 
each other ultimately speaks to employee enagagement. 
According to research conducted by the CEB (2013, p.6) ‘organisations can expect an 
increase in performance by increasing employees’ engagement levels. The research 
concludes by adding that highly committed employees outperform the average 
employees by two percentiles and are dramatically less likely to leave the organisation. 
Figure 2.3 below diagrammatically depicts this finding. 
 
 
Figure 2.3: Maximum impact of commitment on performance (CEB, 2013) 
 According to Rayton (2012) organisations in the United Kingdom (UK) with high employee 
engagement levels outperform their low engagement counterparts in total shareholder 
returns and higher annual net income. The author adds that the 25 percent of 
organisations had twice the annual net income (profit attributable to shareholders) 
compared to the lowest quartile and returned seven times more shareholders over a five 
year period than the lowest quartile of organisations. 
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 Although this evidence is based on research conducted in the UK, it is more apparent 
that employee engagement is not ‘soft and fluffy’, but rather a bottom line issue, impacting 
on the profitability of an organisation or on its service outcomes. 
 According to Rayton (2012) the academic and practitioner support for this view is already 
strong, and research investigating the relationship between engagement and 
performance over time continues to expand our understanding of this important 
longitudinal relationship. Several recent academics have been investigating exactly this 
issue, providing a large amount of evidence of the links between engagement and 
performance at the level of the individual employee. 
According to Bussin (2011, p. 339) “it is critical for the organisation to spell out the reasons 
for following the route of employee engagement”. The author goes on to say that the 
business case for employee engagement becomes an important benefit and advantage 
in order to increase the proportion of engaged employees. In addition employee 
engagement also acts as a catalyst toward the retention of staff and is critical to any 
organisation that seeks not only to retain valued employees, but also to increase its levels 
of performance (Bussin, 2011). 
Motivating employee engagement has conceptually become a market differentiator that 
senior leaders and their human resource practitioners believe can produce dividends to 
shareholders in the form of higher level employees who consistently exhibit high levels of 
employee engagement behaviours; however, this continues to be a challenge for 
organisations (Salanova et al., 2005). It should also be noted that there are increasing 
claims in management literature that engagement is needed for high-level organisational 
performance and productivity (Andrew & Sofian, 2011). 
A primary difference between employee engagement and other constructs including 
commitment and satisfaction has to do with the employee’s conscious desire to be 
cognitively and emotionally engaged in knowing how his or her job impacts the 
organisation’s success. Once this occurs, the employee takes it upon him or herself to go 
above and beyond the maximum expectations of the job to help the organisation achieve 
its desired organisational outcomes, such as organisational profitability, increased 
revenue, higher levels of productivity, improved customer satisfaction, better safety, and 
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so forth (Andrew & Sofian, 2011). According to the authors, employee engagement also 
includes the dynamic exchanges between the employee and other factors that motivate 
the employee to exhibit behaviours that are consistent with helping the organisation 
succeed. These exchanges can be in the form of positive manager-employee 
relationships, how the employee’s job ties back to organisation objectives, positive 
relationships with co-workers; feeling valued by the organisation and overall job 
satisfaction and commitment. 
All these elements relate to the elements included in Gallup’s employee engagement 
studies and the subsequent survey. The research conducted by the team at Gallup forms 
the basis of this dissertation. 
The organisation under study already shifted their focus to an excellence orientation so 
as to remain a market leader and uphold the good brand reputation that has been built 
over the years (Amber Anderson, personal communication, 10 February 2014). More 
specifically, the functional areas within the business are working to become aligned 
toward being centres of excellence rather than simply functional areas of business. 
 
2.2.4 The measurement of employee engagement 
 Employee engagement is typically assessed by utilising organisation-wide attitude or 
opinion surveys (Harter, Schmidt & Hayes, 2002). Only a few academically sound 
measurement tools exist, however due to the fact that the organisation under study makes 
use of the Gallup engagement survey to measure their levels of employee engagement, 
this particular measuring instrument will be focused on from this point forward.  
 Gallup constructed the Q12, which is a twelve-question survey that identifies strong 
feelings of employee engagement. They have identified twelve questions that most 
effectively measure the links. Even though it has been much more common to study 
employee opinion data at the individual level, studying data at the business-unit or 
workgroup level is critical because that is where the data is typically reported according 
Harter et al. (2002). Furthermore, although reference is made to each individual camp, 
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the purpose of this research is to look at engagement in totality and not the individual 
camps and their subsequent contribution. 
It is noted by Buckingham and Coffman (1999) that the analogy of the journey to 
employee engagement is a mountain climb, with the base of the mountain being the point 
at which one has joined a new organisation or taken on a new role in the organisation 
(base camp). The climb to the summit of this mountain is not a career climb but rather a 
psychological one; a climb to the point at which employees are fully engaged in their roles. 
At this point an employee is good at what he or she does, knows the purpose of his or 
her job and is looking for better ways to achieve this purpose. By reviewing the twelve 
questions in this order, managers ought to know exactly which stage their employees are 
at and what needs to be achieved to reach the next camp (Buckingham & Coffman, 1999).  
Table 2.1 provides a detailed insight into the different camps and the subsequent factors 
in the Gallup employee engagement survey which are included in each camp. 
Table 2.1: Explanation of Camps (Buckingham & Coffman, 1999) 
EMPLOYEE 
ENGAGEMENT 
CAMPS 
EXPLANATION OF CAMPS 
Basic needs  
(Base camp) 
 
Items one and two form this factor (Buckingham & Coffman, 1999).  
The first item is related to expectations. This item was included 
because it is believed that defining and clarifying outcomes that 
have to be achieved are the most basic need of an employee and 
the most basic responsibility of a manager. The second item relates 
to materials and equipment. This item was included in the original 
survey because of the importance placed on ensuring that people 
have what they need to do their work efficiently. 
Management 
support  
(Camp one) 
 
As employees move to camp one, they want to know if they are good 
at what they do. Items three to six form this factor (Buckingham & 
Coffman, 1999). Item three is related to opportunities that the 
employee has in order to do what he does best. The fourth item 
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refers to recognition. Employees want to know that their efforts are 
being recognised by managers, but more importantly that managers 
understand the different ways in which they prefer to be recognised. 
Item five asks whether there is someone at work who cares about 
the employee. This may mean something different for different 
employees, but managers can best achieve this by listening to 
employees and responding to their unique needs. Item six refers to 
development and the encouragement thereof. Development is said 
to be an indication to the employee of their future in the organisation. 
It is at this camp that employees are focused on their individual 
contribution and other people’s perceptions of their contribution. If 
these items are not addressed it will undermine the ability to reach 
Camp 2 (Buckingham & Coffman, 1999). 
 
Team work  
(Camp two) 
 
This factor refers primarily to fit. More specifically employees want 
to know whether those around them have the same values that they 
do. Items seven to ten form this factor (Buckingham & Coffman, 
1999). 
The seventh item deals with employees being able to express their 
opinions. It is said that better decisions result from employees being 
asked for their opinions and these opinions being used as input for 
decisions, partly because employees are closer to variables that 
affect the system. The eighth item asks about whether the employee 
can relate to the vision, mission and purpose of their organisation. 
The ninth item refers to the employee’s co-workers’ commitment to 
quality. By selecting conscientious employees, setting common 
goals and measures relating to quality, and increasing employees’ 
opportunities to interact, managers can influence the extent to which 
employees respect one another. The tenth item asks whether 
employees have close friends at work. This is largely dependent on 
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the extent to which managers create the opportunity for people to 
get to know one another at work. 
Growth  
(Camp three) 
 
This is said to be the most advanced stage of the ‘climb’. Employees 
want to learn, grow, and innovate. This can only be achieved if the 
previous ten items have been addressed. Items eleven and twelve 
form this factor (Buckingham & Coffman, 1999).  
The eleventh item refers to whether employees have received 
feedback regarding progress from their managers. 
The twelfth item asks about having the opportunity to learn and 
grow. Employees need to know how they are performing, whether 
they are improving and that they have the opportunity to improve 
themselves. 
The summit 
 
According to Buckingham and Coffman (1999), the summit will be 
reached when an employee answers positively on all 12 items. 
These authors add that an employee’s stay at the summit may not 
be long due to the ever-changing environment in which 
organisations operate today.  
 
 
2.3 JOB PERFORMANCE 
The concept of and definition of individual performance has received considerable 
research attention over the past years. Researchers agree that performance has to be 
considered a multi-dimensional concept (Sonnentag, Volmer & Spychala, 2008). The 
authors add that on the most basic level one can distinguish between a process aspect 
and an outcome aspect of performance. 
 According to Sonnentag et al. (2008) the behavioural aspect refers to what people do 
while at work, in essence, the action itself. Performance also encompasses specific 
behaviour. This conceptualisation implies that only actions that can be scaled are 
regarded as performance. 
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 The outcome aspect in turn refers to the result of the individual’s behaviour. The actions 
described above might result in contracts or selling in numbers, for example. Empirically, 
the behavioural and outcome aspect are related (Sonnentag et al., 2008). 
Furthermore, it is emphasised by Sonnentag et al. (2008) that a great deal of attention 
has been paid to the distinction between task and contextual performance. At a general 
level, task performance consists of activities that transform materials into the goods and 
services produced by the organisation or to allow for efficient functioning of the 
organisation. The authors add that task performance thus covers the fulfilment of the 
requirements that are part of the contract between the employer and the employee.  
Contextual performance consists of behaviours that do not directly contribute to 
organisational performance, but support the organisational, social and psychological 
environment. The authors emphasise that contextual performance is different from task 
performance as it includes activities that are not formally part of the job description or job 
specification. Contextual performance indirectly supports the organisation’s performance 
by facilitating task performance (Motowidlo & Van Scatter,1994).  
 According to Sonnentag et al., (2008) there are three basic differences between task and 
contextual performance”: 
1. Contextual performance activities are comparable for almost all jobs, whereas task 
performance is job specific. 
2. Task performance is predicted mainly by ability, whereas contextual performance is 
mainly predicted by motivation and personality; 
3. Task performance is in-role behaviour and part of the formal job description, whereas 
contextual performance is extra-role behaviour and discretionary and often not 
rewarded by formal reward systems or directly or indirectly considered by the 
management. 
According to CEB (2013) achieving a dramatic improvement in workforce productivity may 
be harder than business leaders anticipate. CEB (2013) has been tracking employee 
effort and performance levels since 1998. The discretionary effort employees put into their 
work rebounded after the global financial crisis but have remained relatively flat over 
years (CEB, 2013). 
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It is worth noting that employees surveyed by CEB (2013) report that their jobs are getting 
harder, with more than two-thirds reporting more complexity and 80 percent seeing their 
workloads increase. Rapid shifts in the global economy and availability of technology and 
information have resulted in dramatic changes to corporate organisational structures and 
the way in which work is done.  According to CEB (2013) most observers agree that work 
has become much more global and more dependent on information and technology and 
requires more collaboration across a geographically dispersed workforce. Increasingly 
complex work is taking its toll: more than one-half of surveyed employees indicate the 
stress of their jobs is on the rise. 
In Smythe’s (2007) view, most managers and performance management models assume 
that strong business acumen, task and process mastery, and technical know-how explain 
the majority of an employee’s job performance. Unfortunately, the prevalence of outdated 
assumptions about the most valuable skills and abilities leads to the misidentification (or 
under-identification) of the organisation’s next generation of high performers. Using 
existing methods, organisations will likely fail to identify 65 percent of their new high 
performers (Smythe, 2007). 
It is interesting to note that Shaffer (2004) as cited in Smythe (2007) suggests that 
engagement policies need not be directed at all employees, but should be targeted at 
those individuals who make the most significant impact on an organisation’s performance. 
The author adds that getting one 100 percent engaged employees may require an 
investment for which there is no return. Additionally it is worth noting that by focusing on 
the critical few people, often less than ten percent of the entire workforce, organisations 
can make significant performance improvements (Smythe, 2007).  
Contrary to only focusing on top performers in the workforce, CEB (2013) adds that 
building the next generation of employees requires focusing on a new set of skills. The 
drivers of performance for more than 23,000 managers and employees across more than 
forty organisations globally was further analysed by CEB (2013) and it was found the ten 
employee competencies differentiate those best able to perform in the 21st century: 
 Prioritisation 
 Teamwork 
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 Organisational awareness 
 Problem solving 
 Self-awareness 
 Proactivity 
 Influence 
 Decision making 
 Learning agility 
 Technical expertise 
Based on the above competencies, CEB (2013, p.18) adds that “the new high performing 
employee is someone who is able to adapt to change, work collaboratively and apply their 
own sense of judgement”. 
High performers use their knowledge of the organisation and their role to quickly adjust 
to work environment changes. Adaptive employees are also proactive; they are not 
paralysed by change, and they are willing to take action and move projects and priorities 
forward. 
High performers are also good collaborators, working well with and through others. They 
have the teamwork skills necessary to work with a wide range of people and use their 
technical expertise to influence stakeholders and contribute to collaborative projects. 
Furthermore, high performers use strong analytic skills to prioritise their work, assess 
problems and make decisions. They rely on their expertise and knowledge to apply 
judgement to their decisions and in their work. 
 
2.3.1 Factors affecting performance in the workplace 
There are many variables that affect performance in the workplace. According to 
Zahargier and Balasundaram (2011) a successful and highly productive organisation can 
be achieved by engaging employees in improving their performance. The authors further 
note that employees are required to generate a total commitment to desired standards of 
performance to achieve a competitive advantage and improved performance for 
sustaining that competitive advantage at least for a prolonged period of time, if not forever. 
According to Judge and Ferris (1993) as cited in Zahargier and Balasundaram (2011) 
perhaps there is no human resources system more important in organisations other than 
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performance evaluation, due to the fact that their ratings of employees’ performance 
represent critical decisions that highly influence a variety of subsequent human resources 
actions and outcomes. 
Furthermore, it is to be noted that there are a number of factors that may be affecting the 
employees’ performance. These include individual related factors; which is the 
combination of different attributes i.e. values, beliefs, critical thinking and anticipation of 
success and work attitude. Furthermore, job related factors includes needs, self-concept, 
personal impact skills competence, feedback, incentives and rewards. Finally, 
organisational related factors are the organisational culture, norms and standards used 
at work, communication, supervisor and colleague support by (Zahargier & 
Balasundaram, 2011). 
All these factors as cited by Zahargier and Balasundaram (2011) affect performance. 
 
2.3.2  Methods of performance measurement 
Viswesvaran (2011) noted that methods used to assess individual performance can be 
broadly classified into organisational records and subjective evaluations. 
The author elaborates that organisational records are considered to be more objective in 
contrast to the subjective evaluations that depend on human judgement. This aspect is 
worth noting as the results utilised in the study are based on previous engagement scores 
as well as individual performance scores. 
Given the centrality of job performance in organisations, it becomes clear that the 
measurement of individual performance should capture job performance as reliable and 
valid (Sonnentag et al., 2008). 
A variety of job performance measures have been utilised over the past decades. 
According to Viswesvaran (2011) and Sonnentag et al. (2008) examples of these include 
rating scales, tests of job knowledge, hands-on job samples and archival records. From 
these measurement options, performance ratings are the most frequent way of measuring 
job performance (Viswevaran, 2011). The organisation under study makes use of 
performance ratings as its method of measurement. Often ‘objective’ criteria such as 
sales figures and production records are requested. However, the researcher notes that 
even these criteria involve subjective judgement of which specific type of criteria pictures 
performance and are, like other performance measures, not perfect. An effective 
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performance appraisal process can identify weaknesses and result in corrective action as 
being taken. 
In order to develop highly engaged and effective employees with optimised levels of 
performance, the organisation under study has developed a performance management 
programme known as “PeoplePlan”. According to Renard (2013) this programme is built 
on the knowledge that at the heart of engagement lies the relationship between an 
employee and his or her immediate supervisor.  
Discussions surrounding PeoplePlan are based on five key questions that employees ask 
about their jobs: 
1. What’s my job? Every employee should fully understand his or her job profile. 
Each employee has a Capability Profile (CAP), with a competency percentage 
score rating.  
2. What’s expected of me? Five objectives/ are set per employee, every year. 
These cascade from the objectives of each employee’s manager, and become 
the key drivers of performance and effort for each employee for the year. 
Objectives that are SMART (specific, measurable, attainable, realistic and time 
bound) are set, and key performance indicators are clarified. Of primary 
importance is that the objectives must be directly related to the employee’s job, 
and be within his or her control (Renard, 2013). 
3. How am I doing? This discussion revolves around an employee’s individual 
performance review. Progress is assessed by analysing information from 
previous reviews together with reviewing current performance data, measuring 
results by means of quality, quantity, cost and or speed, given the nature of the 
organisation. Opportunities and challenges are also identified during this 
discussion. 
4. What will help me improve? A personal development plan is written for each 
employee, covering specific development actions that will assist employees with 
current or future roles. A balance between on-the-job and formal learning should 
be indicated. Three strengths per employee are identified, together with three 
areas for development. 
5. Where am I going? A discussion concerning the individual career paths of 
employees follows the above. What are the career aspirations of employees? 
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Which employees demonstrate a desire to be promoted? Assessments assist in 
verifying such possibilities. The organisation under review has an 
Organisational Development department, specialising in this area.  
In essence therefore, each PeoplePlan looks at what an employee’s job is; measures 
employees’ levels of job performance; and then formulates initiatives that assist 
employees in reaching their desired levels of performance. According to Renard (2013), 
performance management is viewed by the organisation’s group office as an ongoing 
process, throughout which the five objectives of each employee remain paramount.  
Having evolved over the course of eight years, the programme now forms part of the 
organisation under study’s on-line Learning Management System, “My Launch Pad”, 
found via their internal communications platform known as “The Learning Zone”. Through 
this system, employees can electronically record their PeoplePlans, manage their 
learning activities, and access E-learning programmes. Data is stored electronically for 
easy access; however, face-to-face discussions are fundamental to the success of the 
programme (Renard, 2013). This is due to the fact that PeoplePlan is a dynamic, 
interactive process between an employee and his or her immediate manager, which 
cannot be reduced to an online or paper process. The quality and very essence of the 
PeoplePlan discussions are viewed as a fundamental part of the growth and development 
component (Elzette Pieterse-Landman, personal communication, 17 February 2014). 
  
2.3.3 The relationship between employee engagement and individual performance 
Much of what has been written about employee engagement comes from both practitioner 
literature and consulting firms. There is limited research on employee engagement in the 
academic management literature (Robinson et al., 2004). Additionally, the concept of 
employee engagement and its drivers or antecedents were conducted primarily in 
western countries. Therefore, the researcher is of the opinion that the same can therefore 
be said of the relationship between employee engagement and job performance. This 
research focuses on the relationship between employee engagement and performance 
in the South African work context, which bridges the gap in knowledge. 
 
Employee engagement has been found to be positively related to individual job 
performance. Kahn (1990) did not explicitly outline a relationship between employee 
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engagement and job performance, but theoretical research as cited by Kahn (1990) has 
linked employee engagement to performance. 
 
Practitioners and academics tend to agree that the consequences of employee 
engagement are positive (Saks, 2006). Similarly, Harter et al. (2002) confirmed that 
employee satisfaction and engagement are related to meaningful business performance 
outcomes at a magnitude that is important to many organisations. However, it is 
emphasised by Kumar and Swetha (2011) that engagement is an individual level 
construct and if it does lead to business results, it must first impact individual-level 
outcomes. 
 
Employee engagement has become a top business priority for senior executives. In this 
rapid cycle economy, business leaders know that having a high-performing workforce is 
essential for growth and survival. They recognise that a highly engaged workforce can 
increase innovation, productivity and bottom-line performance while reducing costs 
related to hiring and retention in highly competitive talent markets (CEB, 2013). 
According to Kahn (1990) engagement is a behavioural conceptualisation of job 
performance because engagement is a concept that reflects human behaviour, and thus 
it is appropriate to focus on consequences that are largely under an employee’s volitional 
control. Moreover, Kahn (1990) postulated that because behavioural performance has 
multiple dimensions, this perspective can provide insight into the specific types of 
employee behaviours that transmit the effects of engagement to more ‘objective’ 
outcomes, such as productivity, efficiency and quality. 
 
Kahn (1990) advised that, at a general level, employees who are highly engaged in their 
work roles not only focus their physical effort on the pursuit of role-related goals, but are 
also cognitive vigilant and emotionally connected to an endevour. The author advises that 
in contrast, employees who are highly disengaged in their work roles withhold their 
physical, cognitive and emotional energies and this is reflected in task activity that is, at 
best, robotic, passive and detached. 
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The aspect of “line of sight” also becomes very significant in understanding the 
relationship between employee engagement and work performance. Line of sight is 
defined as “an employee understanding the strategic objectives of an organisation and 
how to contribute to those objectives” (Boswell & Boudreau, 2001, p.854). The authors 
add that by being able to make the connection between the overall direction and goals of 
the organisation to the individual employee, the employee is then able to see how their 
job, goals and career “fit”. Line of sight also gives employees a clearer understanding of 
what is expected of them and how their contributions impact the organisation. 
Furthermore, according to Boswell and Boudreau (2001), it is critical to note that there is 
also a distinction to be made of an employee who clearly sees the links between the line 
of sight, his or her individual performance and the organisation’s performance. 
 
When the line of sight is recognised and understood by the employee, the organisation 
should also strive to highlight the link between the employees’ values and the 
organisation’s mission. By doing so, the line of sight becomes more personal to the 
employee, strengthening both his and her emotional commitment and employee 
engagement (Boswell and Boudreau, 2001). 
 
According to Harter, Schmidt, Killham and Agrawal (2009) the relationship between 
engagement and performance at the business unit level is substantial and highly 
generalisable across organisations. The authors added that differences in correlations 
across organisations can be attributed to mostly to “study artifacts” (Harter, et al., 2009, 
p. 28). 
The Gallup employee engagement survey is based on extensive research, covering 
dimensions that are critical engagement drivers and which finds its roots in the 
relationship between employee and manager. Table 2.2 below outlines the questions and 
the elements in the organisation under study that have a direct impact on them, based on 
the quality of execution related. The direct impact links relates directly to the PeoplePlan 
performance outcomes which will be discussed in the following section. 
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Table 2.2: Engagement and its direct link to performance 
LEVEL OF ENGAGEMENT DIRECT IMPACT LINKS 
Base camp (Basic needs) CAP Objectives 
Camp one (Management 
support) 
 Key principles of effective 
interaction management 
 Development Plan 
Camp two (Teamwork)  Key principles of effective 
interaction management 
 Cascading objectives 
Camp three (Growth) Development and career plan 
 
 
2.4 CONCLUSION 
With the business environment constantly changing due to both internal and external 
constraints and pressures, it is critical for organisations to have a workforce that who are 
engaged and able to perform optimally in their work roles. 
 
For the past few years, organisations have been increasingly monitoring their 
engagement levels, as a growing body of research has demonstrated that having a highly 
engaged workforce not only maximize an organisation’s investment in human  resources 
and productivity, but it can also significantly reduce costs, such as decreasing turnover 
that directly impacts the bottom line of an organisation. 
This chapter highlighted aspects relating to employee engagement and job performance 
and included various theoretical underpinnings resulting in the prevalence of these 
aspects. Various characteristics and business cases for both employee engagement and 
job performance were highlighted. 
 
The following chapter highlights the methodology utilised in the research. 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
Chapter Two provided an overview into the theoretical underpinnings of employee 
engagement and performance as well as the significance and importance thereof for 
organisations. The purpose of this chapter is to provide an insight into the methodology 
used for this study. The primary objective of this study was to empirically determine 
whether there is a relationship between employee engagement and individual 
performance. 
 The researcher aimed to achieve this objective by comparing 2012 and 2013 employee 
engagement and individual performance scores of permanent employees at a leading 
South African bottling organisation by means of secondary research. 
 This chapter will discuss the research design, sample size and sampling unit, measuring 
instruments, data analysis as well as reliability and validity of these instruments used for 
the purpose of the study. 
 
3.2 POPULATION AND SAMPLE 
The study was based on secondary results obtained from a national bottling organisation 
which served as the population for this study. The nature of the organisation is to 
manufacture and sell a wide range of soft and sparkling beverages. 
The sample consisted of permanent employees, at all levels and functions within the 
organisation under study, using purposive sampling. According to Welman, Kruger and 
Mitchell (2005) purposive sampling is the most important type of non-probability sampling. 
The authors go on to say that ‘researchers rely on their experience, inequity and/or 
previous research findings to deliberately obtain units of analysis in such a manner that 
the sample they obtain may be regarded as being representative of the relevant 
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population’. In 2012 the sample consisted of 2408 employees for engagement and 924 
employees for performance. In 2013, the sample consisted of 2605 employees for 
engagement and 1073 employees for performance. In total, an amount of 5013 employee 
engagement scores and 1997 performance scores will be reported on for this study. 
It was not possible to relate an individual’s performance scores to his or her individual 
engagement scores due to the anonymity of the employee engagement scores; hence 
the split of demographic tables for employee engagement and performance scores 
respectively.  
Harter et al. (1993) noted that even though it has been more common to study employee 
opinion data at the individual level, studying data at the business-unit or workgroup level 
is critical, because that is where the data are typically reported. The reason for this in 
most instances is due to anonymity concerns (Harter, et al 1993). Babbie (2010, p.101) 
notes that “formal organisations may also be the units of analysis in social research”. The 
author adds that “individual organisations might be characterised in terms of their number 
of employees, net annual profits, gross assets, number of defence contracts, percentage 
of employees from racial or ethnic minority groups and so forth”. Also, it is worth 
emphasising that according to Buckingham and Coffman (1999), Gallup conducted a total 
of 28 studies as part of their research for other organisations. Each study focused on one 
or more of the core items in engagement and correlated the data with performance 
measures such as “customer satisfaction or loyalty, profitability, productivity and turnover” 
(Buckingham & Coffman, 1999, p.287). In these studies the unit of analysis was the 
business unit rather than individual employees. This justifies the researcher focusing on 
the business units under study as the unit of analysis for the present research. 
The researcher was able to classify employees according to the various sampling units 
by means of the following acronyms in Table 3.1 which will be collectively referred to as 
“DGRF” for the remainder of the study.  
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Table 3.1: Explanation of acronyms for sampling unit 
ACRONYM EXPLANATION 
D District under which site falls  
G Gender of employee 
R Race of the employee 
F Functional area in which employee works 
  
 The following section highlights the frequency distributions of employee engagement 
scores for both 2012 and 2013 according to the various sampling units mentioned above. 
Table 3.2 lists the frequency distributions of the sample employee engagement scores 
for 2012 and 2013.  
Table 3.2: Frequency distribution of the demographic variables in the sample by year 
(Employee Engagement Scores) 
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
YEAR     
2012 2408 48.2% 
2013 2587 51.8% 
Total 4995 100.0% 
 
Table 3.3 depicts the frequency distributions per district for employee engagement in 
2012 and 2013. 
 
 
 
 
34 
 
Table 3.3: Frequency distribution according to district for employee engagement (2012 
and 2013)  
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
DISTRICT     
Central 884 18.2% 
East Coast 840 17.2% 
Limpopo 1478 30.3% 
Mpumalanga 608 12.5% 
Southern 1060 21.8% 
Total 4870 100.0% 
 
Table 3.4 depicts the frequency distributions per gender for employee engagement in 
2012 and 2013. 
Table 3.4: Frequency distribution according to gender for employee engagement (2012 
and 2013)  
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
GENDER     
Female 660 15.1% 
Male 3723 84.9% 
Total 4383 100.0% 
 
In Table 3.5, the frequency distribution according to race for employee engagement is 
highlighted and includes data for 2012 and 2013. 
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Table 3.5: Frequency distribution according to race for employee engagement (2012 and 
2013)  
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
RACE     
Coloured 584 13.7% 
Asian 73 1.7% 
Black 3025 71.2% 
White 568 13.4% 
Total 4250 100.0% 
 
Table 3.6 provides an overview of the frequency distribution according to functional area 
for employee engagement. The table contains data for both 2012 and 2013. 
Table 3.6: Frequency distribution according to functional area for employee engagement 
(2012 and 2013)  
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
FUNCTIONAL AREA     
Finance 329 7.3% 
HR 83 1.8% 
Logistics 2428 53.6% 
Manufacturing 703 15.5% 
Planning 26 0.6% 
Sales & Marketing 965 21.3% 
Total 4534 100.0% 
 
With the data set out according to the most relative means of conducting correlations, 
sampling units consisting of 383 groups were established. In order to improve the 
reliability and validity of the correlations, the researcher further eliminated results of 
employees who did not have all the responses completed in the employee engagement 
survey. Thereafter, a final sampling unit consisting of 197 DGRF groups were utilised in 
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order to conduct statistical calculations and correlations. Because the data for employee 
engagement and performance cannot be paired off on an individual level per employee, 
the correlations had to be calculated based on the group means for a categorical variable. 
For example, for DGRF there were 197 groups for which both the mean employee 
engagement and performance scores could be calculated. The sample size for the 
correlations using the DGRF groups is thus 197 for both employee engagement and 
performance (Danie Venter, personal communication, 13 August 2014). 
The sample size for the calculation of the correlation coefficients are always the same for 
the various employee engagement and performance scores and will be equal to the 
number of groups for the specific categorical variable for which average employee 
engagement and performance scores can be calculated (Danie Venter, personal 
communication, 13 August 2014). 
 The following section highlights the frequency distributions of performance scores for both 
2012 and 2013 according to the various sampling units. Table 3.7 lists the frequency 
distributions of the sample performance scores for 2012 and 2013.  
Table 3.7: Frequency distribution of the of the demographic variables in the sample 
(Performance scores) 
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
YEAR     
2012 924 46.3% 
2013 1073 53.7% 
Total 1997 100.0% 
 
Table 3.8 depicts the frequency distributions per district for performance in 2012 and 
2013. 
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Table 3.8: Frequency distribution according to district for performance scores (2012 and 
2013)  
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
DISTRICT     
Central 355 17.8% 
East Coast 323 16.2% 
Limpopo 376 18.8% 
Mpumalanga 292 14.6% 
Southern 651 32.6% 
Total 1997 100.0% 
 
Table 3.9 depicts the frequency distributions per gender for performance in 2012 and 
2013. 
Table 3.9: Frequency distribution according to gender for performance scores (2012 and 
2013)  
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
GENDER     
Female 551 29.3% 
Male 1332 70.7% 
Total 1883 100.0% 
 
In Table 3.10, the frequency distribution according to race for performance is highlighted 
and includes data for 2012 and 2013. 
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Table 3.10: Frequency distribution according to race for performance scores (2012 and 
2013)  
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
RACE     
Coloured 350 24.4% 
Asian 96 6.7% 
Black 859 59.8% 
White 578 40.2% 
Total 1437 100.0% 
 
Table 3.11 provides an overview of the frequency distribution according to functional area 
for employee engagement. The table contains data for both 2012 and 2013. 
Table 3.11: Frequency distribution according to functional area for performance scores 
(2012 and 2013)  
DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLE FREQUENCY PERCENTAGE 
FUNCTIONAL AREA     
Finance 305 15.3% 
HR 63 3.2% 
Logistics 358 17.9% 
Manufacturing 393 19.7% 
Planning 19 1.0% 
Sales & Marketing 859 43.0% 
Total 1997 100.0% 
 
From table 3.11 above, it can be noted that the Sales and Marketing function comprises 
of 859 (43 percent) of the total employee headcount and can thus be regarded as the 
biggest function in the organisation under study. 
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3.3 MEASURING INSTRUMENTS 
 Two measuring instruments were utilised in this study to empirically determine whether 
there is a relationship between employee engagement and individual performance, but 
focusing on the relationships between these constructs at various group levels, as 
explained above.  An overview of the Gallup engagement survey (to measure employee 
engagement) and the PeoplePlan performance rating system (to measure individual 
performance) will be highlighted in the sections below. 
 
3.3.1 Gallup Employee Engagement survey 
 According to Harter et al. (1993), the development of the Gallup employee engagement 
survey was based on more than thirty years of accumulated quantitative and qualitative 
research. In the 1980s, Gallup scientists continued the iterative process by studying high-
performing individuals and teams. Studies involved assessments of individual talents and 
workplace attitudes. Gallup researchers asked top-performing individuals or teams to 
describe their work environments and their thoughts, feelings and behaviours related to 
success (Harter et al., 1993). 
Further to this, Gallup performed analyses to determine the factors within the data. The 
following five factors arose: 1) work environment or procedures, 2) immediate supervisor, 
3) team or co-workers, 4) overall organisation and senior management, and 5) individual 
commitment or service intention (Buckingham & Coffman, 1999). Buckingham and 
Coffman (1999) summarised these factors in Gallup’s’ employee engagement survey, 
which were then referred to as “the camps”. 
The Gallup survey used a 5-point Likert Scale (ranging from 1=strongly disagree to, 
5=strongly disagree).  The organisation under study however requires that employees 
rate the statements above using a 4-point Likert scale (ranging from 1=strongly disagree, 
to 4 strongly agree). This was preferred in order to avoid neutral responses. The order in 
which the questions appear on the survey is of vital importance with some questions being 
more powerful than others (Buckingham & Coffman, 1999). As such, the items were 
divided into 4 factors, which are referred to as camps. For the purpose of this research, 
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the focus will not be on the individual camps elaborated on in chapter two, but rather on 
overall engagement scores, due to the organisation under study focusing on overall 
engagement scores, rather than the individual camps. Additionally, the anonymity of the 
engagement scores did not allow for the researcher to make comparisons to the individual 
level, as previously explained.  
 
3.3.2 PeoplePlan performance rating scale 
 The organisation under study makes use of the PeoplePlan performance review method 
in order to rate employee performance relative to their key performance areas and 
indicators.  
 This online system allows employees and their managers to set CAPs. A CAP is a job 
profile that has been extended to allow individuals and managers to assess their skills 
against the requirements of a job (Renard, 2013). The organisation under study is of the 
view that every employee should have a job profile which outlines their objectives, 
priorities, key performance areas and indicators. Employees, together with their 
managers are able to set their objectives, their actual performance review as well as their 
development and career plan within the PeoplePlan system. Input of information into the 
system should happen during or after the PeoplePlan discussion between managers and 
employees. 
 Employees are evaluated on a bi-annual basis and performance scores are then captured 
on the online system. Performance scores are mainly utilised to track developmental 
needs, confirm performance bonuses and to identify gaps and needs within employees 
in the business. The role resides in the organisational development department of the 
organisation to ensure the process is aligned to the requirements and compliance 
standards of the organisation. 
 The PeoplePlan performance rating scale makes use of 5 point rating options in which 
employees are classified according to their overall performance. These are can be seen 
in Table 3.12 below. 
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Table 3.12: PeoplePlan performance rating scale 
RATING SCALE 
  If Then 
Not Achieved 1.00-1.50 1 
Partially Achieved 1.51- 2.50 2 
Achieved 2.51- 3.50 3 
Exceeded 3.51- 4.50 4 
Far Exceeded 4.51- 5.00 5 
 
3.4 DATA COLLECTION 
 The researcher made use of secondary research data by means of obtaining historical 
findings of employee engagement and performance data. According to Babbie (2010, 
p.288) “secondary analysis is a form of research in which the data collected and 
processed by one researcher are reanalysed by another- often for a different purpose". 
The main reason for the approach in this study is due to that fact that the employee 
engagement and performance review process has not yet been concluded for the current 
year at the organisation under study. 
 Various advantages as well as disadvantages for secondary research data are 
highlighted in Table 3.13 below: 
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Table 3.13: Advantages and disadvantages of secondary research (Babbie, 2010; 
Malhotra, 2010) 
ADVANTAGES OF SECONDARY 
RESEARCH 
DISADVANTAGES OF SECONDARY 
RESEARCH 
Secondary data assists in identifying the 
problem and better defining the problem. 
Less expensive and saves a lot of time if 
original survey was conducted and 
analysed correctly. 
The usefulness to the current problem 
may be limited in several important 
ways, including relevance and accuracy 
due to secondary data being collected 
for purposes other than the problem at 
hand. 
Assists in developing an approach to the 
problem and formulating an appropriate 
research design. 
Interprets primary data more insightfully. 
The objectives, nature and methods 
used to collect the secondary data may 
not be appropriate to the present 
situation. 
Answers certain research questions and 
test some hypotheses. 
The ease of secondary data analysis has 
also enhanced the possibility of meta-
analysis, in which the researcher brings 
together a body of past research on a 
particular topic. 
Secondary data may be lacking in 
accuracy, or they may not be 
completely current or dependable. 
 
3.4.1 Data Gathering 
 Before the study could take place, it was necessary to obtain permission from the 
organisation’s Human Resources Executive to utilise the data. The employee 
engagement as well as performance scores were then handed to the researcher by the 
Organisational Development Manager. 
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3.4.2 Data Analysis 
 Gravetter and Wallnau (2009, p.525) define Pearson product moment correlation as “the 
measurement of the degree and direction of linear relationship between two variables”. 
Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficients were calculated to determine 
relationships between the employee engagement and performance scores. 
 According to Gravetter and Wallnau (2009, p.394) Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is a 
hypothesis-testing procedure that is used to evaluate mean differences between two or 
more treatments (or populations).  
ANOVA uses sample data as the basis for drawing general conclusions about 
populations. ANOVA testing were utilised to determine the comparisons between 
Employee engagement and Performance scores at district level and between the different 
genders, race as well as functional areas. 
 The purpose of chi-square tests is to examine the relationships between two categorical 
variables. Furthermore, chi-square testing determines if the dependent variable is 
contingent on the independent variable (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2009). Chi-square tests 
were utilised to determine the relationships between employee engagement, 
performance and the various sampling units. 
 
3.5 RELIABILITY 
Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients were calculated for each base camp as well as the overall 
employee engagement scores. According to Babbie (2010, p. 150) “reliability is a matter 
of whether a particular technique, applied repeatedly to the same object, yields the same 
object and yields the same result each time”. 
 
3.6  VALIDITY 
 For the Gallup employee engagement survey, its convergent validity, and criterion-related 
validity have been extensively studied. Convergent validity refers to a measure of 
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construct validity that measures the extent to which the scale correlates positively with 
other measures of the same construct (Malhotra, 2010, p.321). Additionally, criterion-
related validity refers to a type of validity that examines whether the measurement scale 
performs as expected in relation to other variables selected as meaningful criteria 
(Malhotra, 2010, p.320). Researchers at Gallup add that it is an instrument validated 
through prior psychometric studies as well as practical considerations regarding its 
usefulness for managers in creating change in the workplace.  
 For the People Plan performance rating scale, it is impossible to calculate Cronbach's 
alphas for the performance scores.  To do so one needs to have the item responses that 
were averaged to produce the summated scores.  All the researcher had were the scores, 
not the item responses. The only types of validity that are typically tested with statistics 
are criterion validity and construct validity.  Neither of these is within the scope of the 
study 
 
3.7 CONCLUSION 
 This chapter provided an overview of the research methodology utilised in the study and 
aimed at ensuring that the results would be reliable and valid. A quantitative approach 
was adopted in order to answer the research questions. Furthermore, an analysis on the 
advantages and disadvantages of secondary data analysis were also provided. 
  A discussion on the measuring instruments, namely the Gallup Employee Engagement 
survey as well as the PeoplePlan performance rating was provided. The method used for 
the data collection and analysis phases of the study was also described in detail.  
Chapter four outlines the results of the present study. 
 
 
 
 
45 
 
CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 
 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
As stated in Chapter one, the main aim of this study is to investigate the relationship 
between employee engagement and job performance.  While in the previous chapter the 
research methodology for the study was discussed, the aim of this chapter is to present 
the results of the study.  The data received from the surveys was downloaded from the 
database of the organisation under study and analysed in Statistica 10.0 and Microsoft 
Excel 2013 by the researcher’s statistician. Both descriptive and inferential statistics were 
utilised and these results are presented in tables in the chapter to follow, with the intention 
of answering the research question. 
 
 
4.2  RELIABILITY OF INSTRUMENT 
 Cronbach’s Alpha coefficients were calculated for each camp as well as for overall 
employee engagement scores. Table 4.1 presents the reliability coefficients of the various 
camps within the employee engagement survey as well as the overall reliability scores 
for employee engagement for both years.  
Table 4.1: Summary of Cronbach’s Alpha reliability coefficients for employee engagement 
scores 
  ALL DATA 2012 2013 
Base camp 0.58 0.58 0.58 
Camp one 0.77 0.76 0.78 
Camp two 0.66 0.64 0.67 
Camp three 0.64 0.63 0.64 
Question 13 and 14 score 0.53 0.50 0.55 
Employee engagement 
score 0.87 0.87 0.88 
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The employee engagement survey was tested for internal reliability using Cronbach’s 
Alpha. High internal reliability means that taken together, the various camps are a reliable 
measure of engagement. The results show a high level of internal consistency. 
 All the above alpha values are acceptable except for base camp and questions 13 and 
14, based on Malhotra’s (2010) 0.60 level for acceptable internal reliability consistency. 
Part of the reason for the low internal reliability consistency for base camp and questions 
13 and 14 are due to the fact that they only have two items loaded under them, whereas 
the other camps have more items. The researcher interpreted the results for these with 
caution. 
It is important to note that for the PeoplePlan performance rating scale, it was not possible 
to calculate Cronbach's alphas. To do so one needs to have the item responses that were 
averaged to produce the summated scores.  In this particular study, the researcher was 
only provided with the total performance scores and did not have access to the 
employees’ individual item responses. 
 
4.3 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS  
 The researcher examined the total scores and dimensions for each of the variables in 
order to describe the responses accordingly. These results are presented in the sections 
below. 
 
4.3.1  Gallup employee engagement survey: Description of the sample 
 Employee engagement was measured on a rating scale of one to four, with one 
suggesting a very negative score and four suggesting a very positive score. The average 
of all the responses based on this scoring are reflected in Table 4.2 for each camp as well 
as a total average. For ease of interpretation, the mean scores were banded into ranges 
which were plotted against the scoring key as follows: 
 Actively Disengaged- Average scores of 2 or lower 
 Ambivalent- Average scores between 2 and 3 
 Actively Engaged- Average scores of 3 or higher 
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In the following section, it is important to note that employee engagement scores were 
calculated only in instances where at least three of the sub-scales were available.  For 
this reason it will have a bigger sample size than when considering the individual camps. 
The overall employee engagement sample is n = 4995 but four cases, including Table 
4.2 have less than three employee engagement sub-scales and were thus excluded from 
the calculations. For this reason, the sample size is indicated as being 4991 in some 
instances. 
Table 4.2: Frequency distribution of employee engagement scores (N= 4991) 
  
Actively 
Disengaged Disengaged Ambivalent 
Actively 
Engaged Total 
Base camp 127 2.5% 190 3.8% 2025 40.6% 2648 53.1% 4990 100.0% 
Camp one 272 5.5% 711 14.2% 1909 38.3% 2098 42.0% 4990 100.0% 
Camp two 139 2.8% 559 11.2% 2183 43.8% 2108 42.3% 4989 100.0% 
Camp three 447 9.0% 493 9.9% 2218 44.5% 1827 36.6% 4985 100.0% 
Q13-14 368 7.5% 458 9.3% 2383 48.5% 1706 34.7% 4915 100.0% 
Employee 
engagement  109 2.2% 658 13.2% 2316 46.4% 1908 38.2% 4991 100.0% 
  
 Table 4.2 indicates that 2.2 percent of employees were actively disengaged and 13.2 
percent of employees were disengaged. Employees amounting to a percentage of 46.4 
percent were ambivalent and 38.2 percent of employees were very positive indicating that 
the greatest percentage of employees in the sample is actively engaged in their work. 
 
4.3.2 PeoplePlan performance rating scale: Description of the sample 
 Performance was measured on a scale of one to five. For ease of interpretation, the mean 
scores were banded into ranges which were plotted against the scoring key as follows: 
 
 1.00-1.50 = 1 (Not Achieved) 
 1.51-2.50 =2 (Partially Achieved) 
 2.51- 3.50 = 3 (Achieved) 
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 3.51-4.50 = 4 (Exceeded) 
 4.51-5.00 =5 (Far Exceeded) 
 
Table 4.3 highlights the frequency distribution for the performance ratings. This table 
indicates that there are a large number of employees who achieved the objectives of their 
job roles, with 94.6 percent of employees falling into the achieved category over the 2012 
and 2013 period. It can be noted that the achieved scores decreased by almost 5 percent 
in 2013.  
Table 4.3: Frequency distribution of performance ratings for 2012 and 2013 (n= 1997) 
Year 
Not 
Achieved 
Partially 
Achieved Achieved Exceeded 
Far 
Exceeded Total 
2012 0 0.0% 7 0.8% 897 97.1% 20 2.2% 0 0.0% 924 100.0% 
2013 1 0.1% 25 2.3% 993 92.5% 54 5.0% 0 0.0% 1073 100.0% 
2012 
and 
2013 1 0.1% 32 1.6% 1890 94.6% 74 3.7% 0 0.0% 1997 100.0% 
 
Descriptive statistics of the scores on the employee engagement and performance rating 
scales are shown in Table 4.4. 
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Table 4.4: Descriptive statistics for scores on employee engagement and performance 
(Year = 2012 and 2013; n for Employee Engagement = 4995; n for Performance = 1997) 
  
Base 
Camp 
Camp 
one 
Camp 
two 
Camp 
three 
Question 
13 and 
14 Score 
Employee 
engagement 
score 
Performance 
scores   
n 4990 4990 4989 4985 4915 4991 1997   
Mean 3.28 2.95 2.99 2.94 2.94 3.02 3.00   
S.D. 0.64 0.71 0.61 0.81 0.78 0.56 0.26   
Minimum 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.00 1.00 1.12   
Quartile 1 3.00 2.50 2.75 2.50 2.50 2.67 2.88   
Median 3.50 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00   
Quartile 3 4.00 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.42 3.12   
Maximum 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.20   
 
Table 4.4 suggests that the average overall engagement score were high, with a mean 
of 3.02. This is supported by a median of 3.00, suggesting that the respondents are 
actively engaged in their work.  With reference to the camps, only the base camp obtained 
a high mean of 3.28. This is also supported by a median of 3.50, suggesting that 
employees feel that their expectations are met and that they have they have the 
necessary tools and equipment to do their work. 
 
4.4 INFERENTIAL STATISTICS  
The following section highlights the various inferential statistics conducted to determine 
the various relationships and demographic differences between employee engagement 
and performance. 
 
4.4.1 Differences across years of measurement 
T-tests were conducted in order to determine whether there is a difference between 
employee engagement and performance between the different camps, across the two 
years in which these constructs were measured (2012 and 2013). T-tests indicate the 
statistical significance between items where the p-value of the test is less than the 
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significance level of 0.05. Where the p-value is less than 0.05, Cohen’s d was calculated 
to determine practical significance.  
The t-test results in Table 4.5 showed that there were statistically significant differences 
between each employee engagement camp, as well as overall employee engagement, 
across the two years of measurement (p < 0.05). These results were, however, not 
practically significant, as Cohen’s d values for each were less than 0.20.   
There is no statistically significant difference for performance ratings across the two years 
of measurement, as the p-value is greater than the significance level of 0.05. Cohen’s d 
was thus not calculated to determine practical significance.  
 
Table 4.5: Results of the t-test for employee engagement and performance (2012 and 
2013) 
Variable Year n Mean S.D 
Differ
ence t d.f. p 
Cohen’s 
d 
Base Camp 2012 2406 3.31 0.63 0.07 3.71 4988 <.0005 0.11 
  2013 2584 3.24 0.64         Not 
Camp one 2012 2405 2.99 0.69 0.07 3.54 4988 <.0005 0.10 
  2013 2585 2.92 0.73         Not 
Camp two 2012 2406 3.02 0.61 0.06 3.26 4987 .001 0.09 
  2013 2583 2.97 0.62         Not 
Camp three 2012 2406 2.98 0.79 0.07 2.87 4983 .004 0.08 
  2013 2579 2.91 0.83         Not 
Question 13 
and 14 score 2012 2374 2.98 0.76 
0.08 3.47 4913 .001 0.10 
  2013 2541 2.90 0.79         Not 
Employee 
engagement 2012 2406 3.05 0.56 
0.07 4.11 4989 <.0005 0.12 
  2013 2585 2.99 0.56         Not 
Performance 
rating 2012 924 3.01 0.21 
0.01 0.87 1995 .383 0.04 
  2013 1073 3.00 0.30         Not 
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4.4.2  Relationship between variables 
 For the purpose of this study, it was necessary to determine whether there were 
relationships between the variables in the study, namely employee engagement and job 
performance. Pearson’s product moment correlations were utilised to calculate the 
relationships between the total scores for employee engagement and performance as 
well for the various camps within the employee engagement survey.  
  Table 4.6 provides the key which will be used to explain the relationships in this study. 
  
Table 4.6: Key to interpret correlation coefficients (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2009) 
Correlation Coefficient Value Explanation 
0.000 to 0.009 Not significant 
0.100 to 0.299 Small relationship 
0.300 to 0.499 Medium relationship 
0.500 to 1.000 Strong relationship 
 
Table 4.7 reflects the correlations between performance and engagement scores, as well 
as the various camps, for the DGRF based on the results of the Pearson’s product 
moment correlation calculation. 
 Table 4.7: Correlations by DGRF between performance and engagement (2012 and 
2013) 
Performance 
Base 
Camp 
Camp 
one 
Camp 
two 
Camp 
three 
Question 
13-14 
Score 
Employee 
engagement Critical r 
.016 0.152 0.261 0.184 -.031 0.198 .117 
  
There appears to be a small relationship between performance and camp one (0.152), 
camp two (0.261) and camp three (0.184) as well as for overall engagement (0.198). In 
addition, these variables are statistically significant as the value of r for camps one to 
three as well as overall engagement is greater than 0.117 which relates to the critical r 
value. Critical r is the minimum correlation deemed statistically significant for a specific 
sample size and level of significance (Malhotra, 2010). The value is calculated by 
Statistica or any other statistical application. The null-hypothesis for the test is that the 
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population correlation is zero.  If observed r is greater than critical r then the null-
hypothesis can be rejected and it can be concluded that the population correlation is not 
zero Babbie (2010). It is important to note that none of the variables are practically 
significant due to the r values being less than 0.30. 
 
4.4.3  Chi-square analysis of demographic differences 
This section of the study will provide the results of those relationships between employee 
engagement, performance and the DGRF sampling units for 2012 and 2013 using chi-
square analyses. The researcher chose to select districts as a sampling unit, as opposed 
to sites, due the large amount of sites in the organisation under study.  Due to the large 
of number of relationships that could have been discussed, the researcher has chosen 
only to report on significant relationships. 
 For ease of reference, the following interpretations can be related to with reference to the 
chi-square test results: 
 ≤Q1 means less than or equal to quartile 1 and refers to the bottom 25% of the 
scores 
 Q1-Q3 means between quartiles 1 and 3 and refers to the middle 50% 
 ≥Q3 means greater than or equal to quartile three and refers to the top 25% 
Table 4.8 provides a key to interpret the intervals for the Cramer’s V statistic. 
Table 4.8: Interpretation intervals for Cramér’s V (Gravetter & Wallnau, 2009) 
df* Small Medium Large 
1 .10 < V < .30 .30 < V < .50 V  > .50 
2 .07 < V < .21 .21 < V < .35 V  > .35 
≥ 3 .06 < V < .17 .17 < V < .29 V  > .29 
df* = Minimum (Rows, Columns) - 1 
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 The following section deals with chi-square tests for the various DGRF groups by 
engagement and job performance. It is important to note that for all tables relating to chi-
square testing, the differences were significant at the 5 percent level and probably too 
great to be attributable to chance. 
 
4.4.4 Summary of hypothesis testing 
A number of hypotheses were examined throughout this chapter. These hypotheses are 
summarised below in Table 4.9, according to those which were accepted (results indicate 
evidence that agrees with the hypothesis) and rejected (results disprove the hypothesis) 
in the chi-square analyses. 
  
Table 4.9: Summary of hypothesis testing 
Hypothesis 1 There is no difference between year and performance ratings 
Hypothesis 2 There is no differences between gender and base camp scores 
Hypothesis 3 There is no difference between gender and camp three scores 
Hypothesis 4 There is no difference between gender and question 13 and 14 
engagement scores 
Hypothesis 5 There is no difference between gender and performance ratings 
Hypothesis 6 There is no difference between district and base camp scores 
Hypothesis 7 There is no difference between district and camp one scores 
Hypothesis 8 There is no difference between district and camp two scores 
Hypothesis 9 There is no difference between district and question 13 and 14 
engagement scores 
Hypothesis 10 There is no difference between district and overall engagement 
scores 
Hypothesis 11 There is no difference between district and performance ratings 
Hypothesis 12 There is no difference between race and camp three 
Hypothesis 13 There is no difference between race and question 13 and 14 
engagement scores 
Hypothesis 14 There is no difference between race and performance ratings 
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Hypothesis 15 There is no difference between functional area and base camp 
Hypothesis 16 There is no difference between functional area and camp one 
Hypothesis 17 There is no difference between functional area and camp two 
Hypothesis 18 There is no difference between functional area and camp three 
Hypothesis 19 There is no difference between functional area and question 13 and 
14 engagement scores 
Hypothesis 20 There is no difference between functional area and overall 
engagement 
Hypothesis 21 There is no difference between functional area and performance 
ratings 
 
4.4.3.1 Chi-square tests for year of measurement 
Table 4.10 presents the results of the differences between Year and Performance and 
can be seen below. 
Table 4.10: Contingency Table - Year and Performance Rating (2012 and 2013) 
 Job Performance           
Year ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
2012 186 20% 535 58% 203 22% 924 100% 
2013 347 32% 408 38% 318 30% 1073 100% 
Total 533 27% 943 47% 521 26% 1997 100% 
[Chi² (d.f. = 2, n = 1997) = 80.45; p < .0005; V = 0.20 Small] 
Table 4.10 shows that in 2012, 58% of employees fall within the middle 50% of the scores, 
while in 2013 it is more evenly spread across all three categories. The difference is 
statistically significant and Cramer’s V (0.20) indicates that this finding is only of small 
practical significance. The sample therefore rejects H1. 
4.4.3.2 Chi-square tests for gender by engagement and performance 
The following sections highlight the chi-square analyses for gender by the different 
camps, overall engagement and performance. 
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Table 4.11: Contingency Table - Gender and Base camp (2012 and 2013) 
 Base Camp             
Gender ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Female 382 58% 146 22% 131 20% 659 100% 
Male 1632 44% 983 26% 1105 30% 3720 100% 
Total 2014 46% 1129 26% 1236 28% 4379 100% 
 [(Chi² (d.f. = 2, n = 4379) = 47.29; p < .0005; V = 0.10 Small)] 
 Table 4.11 indicates that a large portion of females (58%) and males (44%) are in the 
bottom 25% of the scores while the remaining categories are more evenly spread. The 
difference is statistically significant and Cramer’s V (0.10) indicates that this finding is of 
small practical significance. The sample therefore accepts H2. 
 Table 4.12: Contingency Table - Gender and Camp three (2012 and 2013) 
 
Camp 
three              
Gender ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Female 201 31% 260 39% 198 30% 659 100% 
Male 1273 34% 998 27% 1446 39% 3717 100% 
Total 1474 34% 1258 29% 1644 38% 4376 100% 
 [(Chi² (d.f. = 2, n = 4376) = 44.95; p < .0005; V = 0.10 Small)]. 
 Table 4.12 indicates that for camp three, all three categories are more evenly spread 
between males and females. The difference is statistically significant, Cramer’s V (0.10) 
indicates that this finding is only of small practical significance. The sample therefore 
accepts H3. 
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 Table 4.13: Contingency Table - Gender and Q13-14 Score (2012 and 2013) 
 
Question 13 and 
14 scores             
Gender ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Female 190 29% 280 43% 180 28% 650 100% 
Male 1287 35% 1019 28% 1365 37% 3671 100% 
Total 1477 34% 1299 30% 1545 36% 4321 100% 
 [(Chi² (d.f. = 2, n = 4321) = 62.51; p < .0005; V = 0.12 Small)]. 
 Table 4.13 indicates that for questions 13 and 14, females (43%) scored more in the 
middle 50% of scores, while the remaining categories are more evenly spread. The 
difference is statistically significant, Cramer’s V (0.12) indicates that this finding is only of 
small practical significance. The sample therefore rejects H4. 
 
 Table 4.14: Contingency Table - Gender and Performance Rating (2012 and 2013) 
 Performance Rating           
Gender ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Female 113 21% 258 47% 180 33% 551 100% 
Male 383 29% 635 48% 314 24% 1332 100% 
Total 496 26% 893 47% 494 26% 1883 100% 
 [(Chi² (d.f. = 2, n = 1883) = 22.41; p < .0005; V = 0.11 Small)] 
 Table 4.14 indicates that both females (47%) and males (48%) scored more in the middle 
50% of scores, while the remaining categories are more evenly spread. The difference is 
statistically significant, Cramer’s V (0.11) indicates that this finding is of small practical 
significance. The sample therefore accepts H5. 
4.4.3.3 Chi-square tests by district for engagement and performance 
The following sections highlight the chi-square analyses for district by the different camps, 
overall engagement and performance. 
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Table 4.15: Contingency Table - District and Base camp (2012 and 2013) 
 Base Camp             
District ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Central 441 50% 242 27% 199 23% 882 100% 
East Coast 346 41% 260 31% 234 28% 840 100% 
Limpopo 636 43% 351 24% 489 33% 1476 100% 
Mpumalanga 330 54% 101 17% 177 29% 608 100% 
Southern 517 49% 270 25% 272 26% 1059 100% 
Total 2270 47% 1224 25% 1371 28% 4865 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 8, n = 4865) = 77.26; p < .0005; V = 0.09 Small)] 
Table 4.15 indicates that all the districts scored more in the bottom 25% of the scores first 
category, while the remaining categories are much more evenly spread. The difference is 
statistically significant and Cramer’s V (0.09) indicates that this finding is of small practical 
significance. The sample therefore accepts H6. 
Table 4.16: Contingency Table - District and Camp one (2012 and 2013) 
 
Camp 
One               
District ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Central 255 29% 373 42% 254 29% 882 100% 
East Coast 156 19% 395 47% 289 34% 840 100% 
Limpopo 483 33% 524 36% 469 32% 1476 100% 
Mpumalanga 161 26% 250 41% 197 32% 608 100% 
Southern 342 32% 453 43% 264 25% 1059 100% 
Total 1397 29% 1995 41% 1473 30% 4865 100% 
 [(Chi² (d.f. = 8, n = 4865) = 81.01; p < .0005; V = 0.09 Small)] 
Table 4.16 indicates that all the districts scored more in the middle 50% of the scores, 
while the remaining categories are more evenly spread. The difference is statistically 
significant and Cramer’s V (0.09) indicates that this finding is only of small practical 
significance. The sample therefore accepts H7. 
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Table 4.17: Contingency Table - District and Camp two (2012 and 2013) 
 
Camp 
two              
District ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Central 355 40% 324 37% 203 23% 882 100% 
East Coast 240 29% 351 42% 249 30% 840 100% 
Limpopo 581 39% 470 32% 425 29% 1476 100% 
Mpumalanga 208 34% 239 39% 161 26% 608 100% 
Southern 414 39% 384 36% 260 25% 1058 100% 
Total 1798 37% 1768 36% 1298 27% 4864 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 8, n = 4864) = 51.49; p < .0005; V = 0.07 Small)] 
Table 4.17 indicates that all the districts are more evenly spread, except for Central (40%) 
and East Coast (42%) who scored in the middle 50% of scores. The difference is 
statistically significant and Cramer’s V (0.07) indicates that this finding is only of small 
practical significance. The sample therefore rejects H8. 
  
 Table 4.18: Contingency Table - District and Q13-14 Score (2012 and 2013) 
 
Question 13 
and 14            
District ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Central 297 34% 265 31% 305 35% 867 100% 
East Coast 204 25% 270 33% 353 43% 827 100% 
Limpopo 621 43% 352 24% 487 33% 1460 100% 
Mpumalanga 192 32% 188 32% 216 36% 596 100% 
Southern 373 36% 357 34% 314 30% 1044 100% 
Total 1687 35% 1432 30% 1675 35% 4794 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 8, n = 4794) = 98.41; p < .0005; V = 0.10 Small)] 
Table 4.18 indicates that all the districts’ scores are more evenly spread for the 
categories, except for East Coast District (43%) who scored more in the top 25% of the 
scores and; Limpopo District (43%) who scored more in the bottom 25% of scores. The 
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difference is statistically significant and Cramer’s V (.0.10) indicates that this finding is of 
small practical significance. The sample therefore rejects H9. 
Table: 4.19: Contingency Table - District and overall engagement (2012 and 2013) 
 
Employee 
engagement             
District ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Central 219 25% 443 50% 220 25% 882 100% 
East Coast 122 15% 453 54% 265 32% 840 100% 
Limpopo 426 29% 621 42% 430 29% 1477 100% 
Mpumalanga 156 26% 279 46% 173 28% 608 100% 
Southern 311 29% 488 46% 260 25% 1059 100% 
Total 1234 25% 2284 47% 1348 28% 4866 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 8, n = 4866) = 83.29; p < .0005; V = 0.09 Small)] 
Table 4.19 indicates that all the districts scored more in the middle 50% of the scores, 
while the remaining categories are more evenly spread. The difference is statistically 
significant and Cramer’s V (0.09) indicates that this finding is of small practical 
significance. The sample therefore accepts H10. 
Table 4.20: Contingency Table - District and Performance Rating (2012 and 2013) 
 Performance Rating           
District ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Central 68 19% 185 52% 102 29% 355 100% 
East Coast 101 31% 151 47% 71 22% 323 100% 
Limpopo 138 37% 149 40% 89 24% 376 100% 
Mpumalanga 64 22% 189 65% 39 13% 292 100% 
Southern 162 25% 269 41% 220 34% 651 100% 
Total 533 27% 943 47% 521 26% 1997 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 8, n = 1997) = 94.49; p < .0005; V = 0.15 Small)] 
Table 4.20 indicates that all the districts scored more in the middle 50% of scores, while 
the remaining categories are more evenly spread.  The difference is statistically significant 
and Cramer’s V (0.15) indicates that this finding is of small practical significance. The 
sample therefore accepts H11. 
60 
 
4.4.3.4 Chi-square tests for race by engagement and performance 
The following sections highlight the chi-square analyses for race by the different camps, 
overall engagement and performance. 
Table 4.21: Contingency Table - Race and Camp three (2012 and 2013) 
 
Camp 
three               
Race ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Coloured 194 33% 176 30% 214 37% 584 100% 
Asian 32 44% 21 29% 20 27% 73 100% 
Black 1075 36% 793 26% 1150 38% 3018 100% 
White 124 22% 225 40% 219 39% 568 100% 
Total 1425 34% 1215 29% 1603 38% 4243 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 6, n = 4243) = 62.08; p < .0005; V = 0.09 Small)] 
Table 4.21 reflects that Asian (44%) employees scored more in the bottom of 25% of the 
scores and; White employees (40%) scored more in the middle 50% of the scores, while 
the remaining categories are more evenly spread across the other racial groups.  The 
difference is statistically significant and Cramer’s V (0.09) indicates that this finding is only 
of small practical significance. The sample therefore rejects H12.  
Table 4.22: Contingency Table - Race and Q13-14 score (2012 and 2013) 
 Q13-14Score             
Race ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Coloured 217 38% 178 31% 183 32% 578 100% 
Asian 24 33% 31 42% 18 25% 73 100% 
Black 1039 35% 830 28% 1108 37% 2977 100% 
White 142 25% 221 39% 202 36% 565 100% 
Total 1422 34% 1260 30% 1511 36% 4193 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 6, n = 4193) = 46.80; p < .0005; V = 0.07 Small)] 
Table 4.22 indicates that Asian (42%) employees scored more in the middle 50% of the 
scores, while the remaining categories are more evenly spread across the other racial 
61 
 
groups.  The difference is statistically significant, Cramer’s V (0.07) indicates that this 
finding is of small practical significance. The sample therefore rejects H13. 
Table 4.23: Contingency Table - Race and performance rating (2012 and 2013) 
 Performance Rating           
Race ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Coloured 104 30% 159 45% 87 25% 350 100% 
Asian 17 18% 42 44% 37 39% 96 100% 
Black 262 31% 423 49% 174 20% 859 100% 
White 113 20% 269 47% 196 34% 578 100% 
Total 496 26% 893 47% 494 26% 1883 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 6, n = 1883) = 51.73; p < .0005; V = 0.12 Small)] 
Table 4.23 indicates that the sampled racial groups scored more in the middle 50% of the 
scores, while the remaining categories are more evenly spread.  Although the difference 
is statistically significant, Cramer’s V (0.12) indicates that this finding is of small practical 
significance. The sample therefore accepts H14.  
4.4.3.5 Chi-square tests for functional area by engagement and performance 
This section provides the contingency tables for the functional areas by the various 
camps, overall engagement and job performance. 
Table 4.24: Contingency Table - Functional Area and Base camp (2012 and 2013) 
 Base Camp             
Functional 
Area 
≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
FIN 196 60% 74 22% 59 18% 329 100% 
HR 38 46% 23 28% 22 27% 83 100% 
LOG 1022 42% 624 26% 779 32% 2425 100% 
MNF 373 53% 151 21% 179 25% 703 100% 
PLN 16 62% 7 27% 3 12% 26 100% 
SM 455 47% 278 29% 231 24% 964 100% 
Total 2100 46% 1157 26% 1273 28% 4530 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 10, n = 4530) = 76.28; p < .0005; V = 0.09 Small)] 
62 
 
Table 4.24 highlights that all the sampled racial groups scored more in the first category, 
while the remaining categories are more evenly spread.  The difference is statistically 
significant, Cramer’s V (0.09) indicates that this finding is of small practical significance. 
The sample therefore accepts H15. 
Table 4.25: Contingency Table - Functional area and Camp one (2012 and 2013) 
 
Camp 
one               
Functional Area ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
Finance 88 27% 187 57% 54 16% 329 100% 
HR 14 17% 31 37% 38 46% 83 100% 
Logistics 773 32% 940 39% 713 29% 2426 100% 
Manufacturing 217 31% 277 39% 208 30% 702 100% 
Planning 9 35% 14 54% 3 12% 26 100% 
Sales and Marketing 193 20% 422 44% 349 36% 964 100% 
Total 1294 29% 1871 41% 1365 30% 4530 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 10, n = 4530) = 108.87; p < .0005; V = 0.11 Small)] 
Table 4.25 indicates that Finance (57%), Planning (54%) and Sales and Marketing (44%) 
scored more in the middle category of scores, while Human Resources (46%) scored 
more in the top 25% of scores. The spread for the rest of the functional areas were more 
even. The difference is statistically significant, Cramer’s V (0.11) indicates that this finding 
is of small practical significance. The sample therefore rejects H16.  
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Table 4.26: Contingency Table - Functional area and camp two (2012 and 2013) 
 
Camp 
two               
Functional Area ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
FIN 121 37% 149 45% 59 18% 329 100% 
HR 27 33% 28 34% 28 34% 83 100% 
Logistics 926 38% 824 34% 674 28% 2424 100% 
MNF 289 41% 247 35% 167 24% 703 100% 
PLN 8 31% 12 46% 6 23% 26 100% 
SM 282 29% 407 42% 275 29% 964 100% 
Total 1653 36% 1667 37% 1209 27% 4529 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 10, n = 4529) = 56.90; p < .0005; V = 0.08 Small)] 
Table 4.26 indicates that Finance (45%), Planning (46%) and; Sales and Marketing (42%) 
scored more in the middle 50% of scores, while Manufacturing (41%) scored more in the 
bottom of 25% of the scores. The spread for the rest of the functional areas were more 
even. The difference is statistically significant and Cramer’s V (0.08) indicates that this 
finding is of small practical significance. The sample therefore rejects H17. 
 
Table 4.27: Contingency Table - Functional area and camp three (2012 and 2013) 
 
Camp 
three              
Functional Area ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
FIN 111 34% 130 40% 87 27% 328 100% 
HR 13 16% 32 39% 38 46% 83 100% 
LOG 939 39% 587 24% 896 37% 2422 100% 
MNF 267 38% 199 28% 237 34% 703 100% 
PLN 7 27% 13 50% 6 23% 26 100% 
SM 217 23% 332 34% 415 43% 964 100% 
Total 1554 34% 1293 29% 1679 37% 4526 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 10, n = 4526) = 137.75; p < .0005; V = 0.12 Small)] 
Table 4.27 highlights that Finance (40%) and Planning (50%) scored more in the middle 
50% of scores, while Human Resources (46%) and Sales and Marketing (43%) scored 
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more in the top 25% of scores. The spread for the rest of the functional areas were more 
even. The difference is statistically significant and Cramer’s V (0.12) indicates that this 
finding is only of small practical significance. The sample therefore rejects H18. 
Table 4.28: Contingency Table - Functional area and question 13 and 14 score (2012 and 
2013)  
 
Question 13 and 
14             
Functional Area ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
FIN 98 30% 148 45% 82 25% 328 100% 
HR 14 17% 35 42% 34 41% 83 100% 
LOG 905 38% 593 25% 882 37% 2380 100% 
MNF 231 33% 218 32% 242 35% 691 100% 
PLN 4 15% 16 62% 6 23% 26 100% 
SM 282 30% 337 35% 334 35% 953 100% 
Total 1534 34% 1347 30% 1580 35% 4461 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 10, n = 4461) = 108.98; p < .0005; V = 0.11 Small)] 
Table 4.28 indicates that Finance (45%) and Planning (62%) scored more in the middle 
50% of scores, while Human Resources scored more in the middle 50% of scores (42%) 
and top 25% of scores (41%). The spread for the rest of the functional areas were more 
even. The difference is statistically significant and Cramer’s V (0.11) indicates that this 
finding is of small practical significance. The sample therefore rejects H19. 
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Table 4.29: Contingency Table - Functional area and Employee engagement score (2012 
and 2013) 
 
Employee 
engagement               
Functional Area ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
FIN 88 27% 181 55% 60 18% 329 100% 
HR 10 12% 40 48% 33 40% 83 100% 
LOG 658 27% 1109 46% 659 27% 2426 100% 
MNF 215 31% 304 43% 184 26% 703 100% 
PLN 5 19% 17 65% 4 15% 26 100% 
SM 153 16% 499 52% 312 32% 964 100% 
Total 1129 25% 2150 47% 1252 28% 4531 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 10, n = 4531) = 90.32; p < .0005; V = 0.10 Small)] 
Table 4.29 indicates that all the functional areas scored more in the middle 50% of scores, 
while the remaining categories are more evenly spread.  The difference is statistically 
significant and Cramer’s V (0.10) indicates that this finding is only of small practical 
significance. The sample therefore accepts H20.  
Table 4.30: Contingency Table - Functional area and performance rating  
 Performance rating           
Functional Area ≤Q1 Q1-Q3 ≥Q3 Total 
FIN 79 26% 165 54% 61 20% 305 100% 
HR 12 19% 20 32% 31 49% 63 100% 
LOG 109 30% 209 58% 40 11% 358 100% 
MNF 121 31% 137 35% 135 34% 393 100% 
PLN 1 5% 5 26% 13 68% 19 100% 
SM 211 25% 407 47% 241 28% 859 100% 
Total 533 27% 943 47% 521 26% 1997 100% 
[(Chi² (d.f. = 10, n = 1997) = 113.09; p < .0005; V = 0.17 Small)] 
Table 4.30 indicates that Finance (45%), Logistics (58%) and Sales and Marketing (47%) 
scored more in the middle 50% of scores, while Human Resources (49%) and Planning 
(68%) scored more in the top 25% of scores. The spread for the rest of the categories 
areas were more even. The difference is statistically significant and Cramer’s  (0.17) 
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indicates that this finding is only of small practical significance. The sample therefore 
rejects H21. 
 
4.5  DIFFERENCES BETWEEN DEMOGRAPHIC GROUPS IN THE SAMPLE 
 The statistical significance of difference was determined by examining variations in mean 
scores of demographic groups, or rather sampling units, for instance base camp and 
overall employee engagement. Where there were only two categories, a t-test was used 
to determine whether significant differences existed. However, where there were more 
than two categories present in a sampling unit, it was necessary to use ANOVA. 
 Although the ANOVA will highlight when there are significant differences between the 
means, it does not point out where the significance difference lies if there are more than 
two groups. For this reason, it is necessary to conduct a post-hoc procedure to identify 
where the differences are. In this case, the Scheffe’s method was used (Gravetter & 
Wallnau, 2009). Cohen’s d was calculated to determine the appropriate strength of the 
difference. A value of 0.30 and above for Cohen’s d is considered to indicate a small 
practical significance; whereas a value of 0.50 and above indicates a medium practical 
significance. A value of 0.80 and above indicates a large practical significance. The 
scores of all the groups in the sampling unit were examined for differences in mean 
scores, but only statistical differences that were found will be presented in this section, 
due to space constraints. 
 4.5.1 Gender differences 
Gender is composed of two categories, namely male and female. The results for the t-
test based on the scores of the gender groups are presented in Table 4.30. 
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Table 4.31: Results of the t-test for gender differences 
Variable Gender n Mean S.D Difference t d.f. P d 
Base Camp Female 659 3.21 0.54 -0.09 -3.56 4377 <.0005 0.15 
  Male 3720 3.31 0.63         Not 
Camp1 Female 659 2.95 0.63 -0.01 -0.31 4377 .758 0.01 
  Male 3720 2.96 0.72         Not 
Camp2 Female 659 2.99 0.51 -0.02 -0.86 4377 .389 0.04 
  Male 3720 3.01 0.61         Not 
Camp3 Female 659 2.97 0.73 0.01 0.19 4374 .852 0.01 
  Male 3717 2.96 0.81         Not 
Q13-14 Score Female 650 3.00 0.61 0.04 1.14 4319 .255 0.05 
  Male 3671 2.96 0.78         Not 
Overall 
Engagement Female 659 3.01 0.49 
-0.02 -1.07 4378 .284 0.05 
  Male 3721 3.03 0.56         Not 
Performance 
Rating Female 551 3.03 0.27 
0.04 3.04 1881 .002 0.15 
  Male 1332 2.99 0.25         Not 
 
 The p-values for base camp (<0.0005) and performance rating (0.002) were statistically 
significant, as the p-values are less than the significance level of 0.05. This indicates that 
there is a significant difference for gender on the base camp and overall performance 
rating. To determine the strength of the difference, the Cohen’s d was calculated which 
indicated no practical significance for both the base camp and overall performance (|d| < 
0.20). 
 4.5.2  Base camp demographic differences 
Table 4.32 displays ANOVA for the demographic variable base camp. District (p=0.004) 
and functional area (p=0.002) had p-values less than 0.05 indicating statistical 
significance differences between the means. 
The results for the ANOVA based on the scores of the demographic groups are presented 
in the tables in the remainder of the chapter. 
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Three demographic variables (district, race and functional area) reported levels of 
significance, all with p values being less than the significance level of 0.05. These 
variables were explored further in order to identify the marked levels of significance by 
means of Scheffe’s testing for each individual camp as well as for overall engagement 
and performance. 
 
Table 4.32: Univariate ANOVA Results – Base camp (2012 and 2013) 
Effect F-value D.F. p 
District 3.91 4; 3955 .004 
Race 1.65 3; 3955 .176 
Functional Area 3.73 5; 3955 .002 
 
Table 4.33 highlights the descriptive statistics for base camp by district. 
 
Table 4.33: Descriptive statistics Base camp by district (2012 and 2013) 
Group All Central 
East 
Coast Limpopo Mpumalanga Southern 
n 4865 882 840 1476 608 1059 
Mean 3.28 3.25 3.36 3.31 3.16 3.26 
SD 0.64 0.58 0.53 0.67 0.78 0.62 
95% CI 
low 3.26 3.21 3.33 3.28 3.09 3.22 
95% CI 
high 3.30 3.29 3.40 3.35 3.22 3.30 
 
According to Table 4.33 it is evident that all the districts have mean scores above 3. 
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Table 4.34 depicts the ANOVA results for base camp by district. 
Table 4.34: ANOVA- Base camp by district 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 18.056 4 4.514 10.950 <.0005 
Within Groups 2003.432 4860 0.412     
Total 2021.488 4864       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences in the base camp by district 
are reflected in Table 4.35. 
Table 4.35: Scheffe’s test for base camp by district 
District  1 District  2 
Diff. M1-
M2 Scheffe’s p Cohen's d 
Central East Coast -0.12 .007 0.21 Small 
Central Limpopo -0.06 .256 0.10 Not sig. 
Central Mpumalanga 0.09 .117 0.14 Not sig. 
Central Southern -0.01 .998 0.02 Not sig. 
East Coast Limpopo 0.05 .456 0.09 Not sig. 
East Coast Mpumalanga 0.21 <.0005 0.32 Small 
East Coast Southern 0.11 .014 0.18 Not sig. 
Limpopo Mpumalanga 0.16 <.0005 0.22 Small 
Limpopo Southern 0.05 .398 0.08 Not sig. 
Mpumalanga Southern -0.10 .042 0.15 Not sig. 
 
Table 4.35 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d for base camps between Central and East Coast Districts (0.21); East Coast 
and Mpumalanga Districts (0.32); and Limpopo and Mpumalanga Districts (0.22). 
From the mean scores in Table 4.33, it is evident that employees from the East Coast 
district (M=3.36) scored significantly higher than respondents from the Central (M=3.25) 
and Mpumalanga districts (M=3.16). Employees from Limpopo district (M= 3.31) also 
scored significantly higher than employees from Mpumalanga district (M= 3.16). 
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Table 4.36 highlights the descriptive statistics for base camp by functional area 
Table 4.36: Descriptive statistics - Base camp by functional area 
Group All FIN HR LOG MNF PLN SM 
n 4530 329 83 2425 703 26 964 
Mean 3.28 3.18 3.34 3.31 3.22 3.12 3.29 
SD 0.63 0.57 0.52 0.67 0.64 0.53 0.57 
95% CI 
low 3.26 3.12 3.23 3.28 3.17 2.90 3.25 
95% CI 
high 3.30 3.24 3.46 3.34 3.27 3.33 3.33 
 
According to Table 4.35 it is evident that all the functional areas have mean scores above 
3. 
 
Table 4.37 depicts the ANOVA results for base camp by functional area. 
Table 4.37: ANOVA base camp by functional area 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 9.327 5 1.865 4.194 .001 
Within Groups 2012.161 4524 0.445     
Total 2021.488 4529       
 
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences in the base camp by 
functional area are reflected in Table 4.38. 
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Table 4.38: Scheffe’s test for Base camp by functional area 
Functional Area 1 Functional Area 2 
Diff. 
M1-M2 Scheffe’s p Cohen's d 
Finance 
Human 
Resources -0.17 .537 0.30 Small 
Finance Logistics -0.13 .045 0.20 Small 
Finance Manufacturing -0.04 .973 0.07 Not sig. 
Finance Planning 0.06 .999 0.11 Not sig. 
Finance 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.11 .216 0.20 Small 
HR Logistics 0.03 .999 0.05 Not sig. 
HR Manufacturing 0.12 .764 0.20 Small 
HR Planning 0.23 .804 0.44 Small 
HR 
Sales and 
Marketing 0.05 .993 0.09 Not sig. 
Logistics Manufacturing 0.09 .074 0.14 Not sig. 
Logistics Planning 0.19 .823 0.29 Small 
Logistics 
Sales and 
Marketing 0.02 .990 0.03 Not sig. 
Manufacturing Planning 0.10 .988 0.16 Not sig. 
Manufacturing 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.07 .450 0.12 Not sig. 
Planning 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.18 .882 0.31 Small 
 
Table 4.38 suggests that there are small practically significant differences between base 
camps by functional area based on Cohen’s d for Finance and Human Resources (0.30); 
Finance and Logistics (0.20); Finance and Sales and Marketing (0.20); Human Resources 
and Manufacturing (0.20); Human resources and Planning (0.44); Logistics and Planning 
(0.29) and Planning and Sales and Marketing (0.31). From the mean scores in Table 4.36, 
it is evident that employees from Human Resources (M=3.34) scored significantly higher 
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than employees from Finance (M=3.18), Manufacturing (M=3.22) and; Planning (3.12). 
Additionally, employees from Logistics (M=3.31) scored significantly higher than 
employees from Planning (M=3.12) and Finance (M=3.18). Sales and Marketing 
employees (M=3.29) scored significantly higher than Planning employees (3.12). Finance 
employees (M=3.18) scored significantly less than Human Resources (M=3.34), Logistics 
(M=3.31) and, Sales and Marketing (M=3.29) employees. 
 
 4.5.3  Camp one demographic differences 
Table 4.39 displays ANOVA for the demographic variable camp one. District (p<0.005), 
race (p<0.0005) and functional area (p<0.005) had p-values less than 0.05 indicating 
statistical significance differences between the means.  This implies that there are 
differences between the functional areas in terms camp one. 
Table 4.39: Univariate ANOVA Results – Camp one 
Effect F-value D.F. P 
District 22.26 4; 3955 <.0005 
Race 8.45 3; 3955 <.0005 
Functional Area 11.35 5; 3955 <.0005 
 
Table 4.40 highlights the descriptive statistics for camp one by district. 
Table 4.40: Descriptive statistics- Camp one by district 
Group All Central 
East 
Coast Limpopo Mpumalanga Southern 
n 4865 882 840 1476 608 1059 
Mean 2.95 2.95 3.10 2.92 2.98 2.87 
SD 0.71 0.67 0.60 0.75 0.79 0.72 
95% CI low 2.93 2.91 3.06 2.88 2.91 2.83 
95% CI 
high 2.97 3.00 3.14 2.96 3.04 2.92 
 
According to Table 4.40 it is evident that only East Coast district had a mean score above 
3. 
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Table 4.41 depicts the ANOVA results for Camp one by district. 
Table 4.41: ANOVA camp one by district 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 26.951 4 6.738 13.104 <.0005 
Within Groups 2498.982 4860 0.514     
Total 2525.933 4864       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences for camp one by district are 
reflected in Table 4.42. 
Table 4.42: Scheffe’s test for Camp one by district 
District 1 District 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 Scheffe’s p Cohen's d 
Central East Coast -0.15 .001 0.23 Small 
Central Limpopo 0.04 .825 0.05 Not sig. 
Central Mpumalanga -0.02 .986 0.03 Not sig. 
Central Southern 0.08 .193 0.12 Not sig. 
East Coast Limpopo 0.18 <.0005 0.26 Small 
East Coast Mpumalanga 0.12 .035 0.18 Not sig. 
East Coast Southern 0.23 <.0005 0.34 Small 
Limpopo Mpumalanga -0.06 .557 0.08 Not sig. 
Limpopo Southern 0.04 .694 0.06 Not sig. 
Mpumalanga Southern 0.10 .093 0.14 Not sig. 
 
Table 4.42 suggests that there are small practically significant differences between camp 
one by district based on Cohen’s d for Central and East Coast (0.23); East Coast and 
Limpopo (0.26) and; East Coast and Southern district (0.23). From the mean scores in 
Table 4.40, it is evident that employees from the East Coast district (M=3.10) scored 
significantly higher than employees from Central (M=2.95), Limpopo (M=2.92), 
Mpumalanga (M=2.98) and Southern district (M=2.87). 
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Table 4.43 highlights the descriptive statistics for Camp one by race. 
Table 4.43: Descriptive statistics- Camp one by race 
Group All Coloured Asian Black White 
N 4246 584 73 3021 568 
Mean 2.96 2.88 2.88 2.95 3.08 
SD 0.70 0.71 0.61 0.72 0.63 
95% CI low 2.94 2.82 2.74 2.93 3.03 
95% CI high 2.98 2.94 3.02 2.98 3.14 
 
According to Table 4.43 it is evident that only White employees had a mean score above 
3. 
 
Table 4.44 depicts the ANOVA results for Camp one by race. 
Table 4.44: ANOVA Camp one by race 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 13.238 3 4.413 7.450 <.0005 
Within Groups 2512.695 4242 0.592     
Total 2525.933 4245       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences for camp one by race is 
reflected in Table 4.45. 
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Table 4.45: Scheffe’s test for camp one by race 
Race 1 Race 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Coloured Asian 0.00 1.000 0.00 Not sig. 
Coloured Black -0.07 .221 0.10 Not sig. 
Coloured White -0.21 <.0005 0.31 Small 
Asian Black -0.07 .886 0.10 Not sig. 
Asian White -0.21 .204 0.33 Small 
Black White -0.13 .003 0.19 Not sig. 
 
Table 4.45 suggests that there are small practical significances in terms of Cohen’s d 
between base camps by race for Coloured and White employees (0.31) and; Asian and 
White employees (0.33) 
From the mean scores in Table 4.43, it is evident that White employees (M=3.08) scored 
significantly higher than Coloured (M=2.88) and Asian employees (2.88). 
 
Table 4.46 highlights the descriptive statistics for Camp one by functional area. 
Table 4.46: Descriptive statistics- Camp one by functional area 
Group All FIN HR LOG MNF PLN SM 
n 4530 329 83 2426 702 26 964 
Mean 2.95 2.89 3.22 2.91 2.92 2.73 3.10 
SD 0.71 0.59 0.62 0.74 0.74 0.62 0.63 
95% CI 
low 2.93 2.83 3.08 2.88 2.86 2.48 3.06 
95% CI 
high 2.97 2.95 3.36 2.94 2.97 2.98 3.14 
 
According to Table 4.46 it is evident that only Human Resources and Sales and Marketing 
have mean scores above 3. 
 
Table 4.47 depicts the ANOVA results for base Camp one by functional area. 
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Table 4.47: ANOVA camp one by functional area 
Source of 
Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between 
Groups 34.277 5 6.855 12.447 <.0005 
Within Groups 2491.656 4524 0.551     
Total 2525.933 4529       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences for Camp one by functional 
area are reflected in Table 4.48. 
Table 4.48: Scheffe’s test for camp one by functional area 
Functional Area 
1 
Functional Area 
2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Finance HR -0.33 .023 0.55 Medium 
Finance Logistics -0.02 .999 0.02 Not sig. 
Finance Manufacturing -0.03 .997 0.04 Not sig. 
Finance Planning 0.16 .953 0.27 Small 
Finance 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.21 .002 0.33 Small 
HR Logistics 0.31 .015 0.42 Small 
HR Manufacturing 0.30 .032 0.41 Small 
HR Planning 0.49 .126 0.79 Medium 
HR 
Sales and 
Marketing 0.12 .839 0.19 Not sig. 
Logistics Manufacturing -0.01 1.000 0.01 Not sig. 
Logistics Planning 0.18 .916 0.24 Small 
Logistics 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.19 <.0005 0.27 Small 
Manufacturing Planning 0.19 .901 0.25 Small 
Manufacturing 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.18 <.0005 0.26 Small 
Planning 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.37 .289 0.58 Medium 
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Table 4.48 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between camp one by functional area for Finance and Planning (0.27); Finance 
and Sales and Marketing (0.33); Human Resources and Logistics (0.42); Human 
Resources and Manufacturing (0.41); Logistics and Planning (0.24); Logistics and Sales 
and Marketing (0.27); Manufacturing and Planning (0.25) and Manufacturing and Sales 
and Marketing (0.26). There were medium practically significant differences based on 
Cohen’s d values for camp one for Finance and Human Resources (0.55); Human 
Resources and Planning (0.79) and; Planning and Sales and Marketing (0.58). 
From the mean scores in Table 4.46, it is evident that employees from Human Resources 
(M=3.22) scored significantly higher than employees from Finance (M=2.89), Logistics 
(M=2.91), Manufacturing (M=2.92) and; Planning (M=2.73). Additionally, employees from 
Sales and Marketing (M=3.10) scored significantly higher than employees from Planning 
(M=2.73). 
 
 4.5.4 Camp two demographic differences 
Table 4.49 displays ANOVA for the demographic variable of camp two. District 
(p<0.0005), race (p<0.003) and functional area (p<0.0005) had p-values less than 0.05 
indicating statistically significant differences between the means. 
 
Table 4.49: Univariate ANOVA Results – Camp two 
Effect F-value D.F. p 
District 8.95 4; 3955 <.0005 
Race 4.73 3; 3955 .003 
Functional Area 5.37 5; 3955 <.0005 
 
Table 4.50 highlights the descriptive statistics for Camp two by district. 
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Table 4.50: Descriptive statistics- Camp two by district 
Group All Central 
East 
Coast Limpopo Mpumalanga Southern 
n 4864 882 840 1476 608 1058 
Mean 3.00 2.96 3.12 2.99 2.95 2.96 
SD 0.62 0.59 0.51 0.64 0.73 0.60 
95% CI low 2.98 2.92 3.08 2.96 2.89 2.93 
95% CI 
high 3.01 3.00 3.15 3.02 3.00 3.00 
 
According to Table 4.50 it is evident that only East Coast district has a mean score above 
3. 
 
Table 4.51 depicts the ANOVA results for base Camp two by district. 
Table 4.51: ANOVA Camp two by district 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 15.702 4 3.925 10.219 <.0005 
Within Groups 1866.421 4859 0.384     
Total 1882.122 4863       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between Camp two by district 
are reflected in Table 4.52. 
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Table 4.52: Scheffe’s test for Camp two by district 
District 1 District 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Central East Coast -0.16 <.0005 0.28 Small 
Central Limpopo -0.03 .835 0.05 Not sig. 
Central Mpumalanga 0.01 .996 0.02 Not sig. 
Central Southern 0.00 1.000 0.01 Not sig. 
East Coast Limpopo 0.12 <.0005 0.21 Small 
East Coast Mpumalanga 0.17 <.0005 0.28 Small 
East Coast Southern 0.15 <.0005 0.27 Small 
Limpopo Mpumalanga 0.05 .679 0.07 Not sig. 
Limpopo Southern 0.03 .882 0.04 Not sig. 
Mpumalanga Southern -0.02 .987 0.03 Not sig. 
 
Table 4.52 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between base camp by district for Central and East Coast (0.28); East Coast 
and Limpopo (0.21); East Coast and Mpumalanga (0.28) and; East Coast and Southern 
districts (0.27).   
From the mean scores in Table 4.50, it is evident that East Coast district (M=3.12) scored 
significantly higher than Limpopo (M=2.99), Mpumalanga (M=2.95); Southern (M=2.96) 
district and Central (M=2.96).  
 
Table 4.53 highlights the descriptive statistics for Camp two by race. 
Table 4.53: Descriptive statistics- Camp two by race 
Group All Coloured Asian Black White 
N 4246 584 73 3021 568 
Mean 3.01 2.99 2.92 3.00 3.07 
SD 0.60 0.59 0.46 0.62 0.52 
95% CI low 2.99 2.94 2.81 2.98 3.03 
95% CI high 3.03 3.04 3.03 3.02 3.12 
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According to Table 4.53 it is evident that only Black and White employees have mean 
scores above 3. 
 
Table 4.54 depicts the ANOVA results for Camp two by race 
Table 4.54: ANOVA camp two by race 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 3.471 3 1.157 2.612 .050 
Within Groups 1878.652 4242 0.443     
Total 1882.122 4245       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between Camp two by race 
are reflected in Table 4.55. 
Table 4.55: Scheffe’s test for camp two by race 
Race 1 Race 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Coloured Asian 0.07 .885 0.12 Not sig. 
Coloured Black -0.01 .987 0.02 Not sig. 
Coloured White -0.09 .187 0.16 Not sig. 
Asian Black -0.08 .808 0.13 Not sig. 
Asian White -0.15 .335 0.30 Small 
Black White -0.07 .111 0.12 Not sig. 
 
Table 4.55 suggests that there is a small practically significant difference in terms of 
Cohen’s d between camp two by race between Asian and White employees (0.30). 
The mean scores in Table 4.53 indicate that White employees (M=3.07) scored higher 
than Asian employees (M=2.92). 
 
Table 4.56 highlights the descriptive statistics for Camp two by functional area. 
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Table 4.56: Descriptive statistics- Camp two by functional area 
Group All FIN HR LOG MNF PLN SM 
N 4529 329 83 2424 703 26 964 
Mean 3.00 2.95 3.09 2.99 2.93 3.00 3.10 
SD 0.61 0.54 0.51 0.64 0.62 0.54 0.53 
95% CI 
low 2.99 2.89 2.98 2.96 2.89 2.78 3.07 
95% CI 
high 3.02 3.01 3.20 3.01 2.98 3.22 3.13 
 
According to Table 4.56 it is evident that only Human Resources and Sales and Marketing 
employees have mean scores above 3. 
 
Table 4.57 depicts the ANOVA results for Camp two by functional area. 
Table 4.57: ANOVA camp two by functional area 
Source of 
Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between 
Groups 14.292 5 2.858 6.922 <.0005 
Within Groups 1867.830 4523 0.413     
Total 1882.122 4528       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between Camp two by 
functional area are reflected in Table 4.58. 
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Table 4.58: Scheffe’s test for camp two by functional area 
Functional Area 
1 
Functional Area 
2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Finance HR -0.14 .697 0.25 Small 
Finance Logistics -0.04 .971 0.06 Not sig. 
Finance Manufacturing 0.02 .999 0.03 Not sig. 
Finance Planning -0.05 1.000 0.09 Not sig. 
Finance 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.15 .026 0.28 Small 
HR Logistics 0.10 .849 0.16 Not sig. 
HR Manufacturing 0.16 .493 0.26 Small 
HR Planning 0.09 .996 0.17 Not sig. 
HR 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.01 1.000 0.02 Not sig. 
Logistics Manufacturing 0.05 .551 0.09 Not sig. 
Logistics Planning -0.01 1.000 0.02 Not sig. 
Logistics 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.11 .001 0.18 Not sig. 
Manufacturing Planning -0.07 .998 0.11 Not sig. 
Manufacturing 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.17 <.0005 0.29 Small 
Planning 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.10 .988 0.19 Not sig. 
 
Table 4.58 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between camp two by district between Finance and Human Resources (0.25); 
Finance and Sales and Marketing (0.28); Human Resources and Manufacturing (0.26) 
and; Manufacturing and Sales and Marketing (0.29). 
The mean scores in Table 4.56 indicate that Human Resources employees (M=3.09) 
scored higher than Finance (M=2.95) and Manufacturing (M=2.93) employees. 
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Additionally, Sales and Marketing employees (M=3.10) scored higher than Finance 
(M=2.95) and Manufacturing (M=2.93) employees. 
 
 4.5.5 Camp three demographic differences 
Table 4.59 displays ANOVA for the demographic variable camp three. District (p<0.0005), 
race (p<0.0005) and functional area (p=0.0005) had p-values less than 0.05 indicating 
statistically significant differences between the means. 
 
Table 4.59: Univariate ANOVA Results – Camp three 
Effect F-value D.F. p 
District 14.78 4; 3955 <.0005 
Race 11.16 3; 3955 <.0005 
Functional Area 11.16 5; 3955 <.0005 
 
 
Table 4.60 highlights the descriptive statistics for Camp three by district. 
Table 4.60: Descriptive statistics- Camp three by district 
Group All Central 
East 
Coast Limpopo Mpumalanga Southern 
N 4860 882 840 1472 608 1058 
Mean 2.94 2.92 3.05 2.93 2.96 2.89 
SD 0.81 0.79 0.72 0.86 0.85 0.81 
95% CI low 2.92 2.87 3.00 2.88 2.89 2.84 
95% CI high 2.97 2.98 3.10 2.97 3.02 2.94 
 
Table 4.61 depicts the ANOVA results for Camp three by functional area. 
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Table 4.61: ANOVA camp three by district 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 12.947 4 3.237 4.826 .001 
Within Groups 3256.331 4855 0.671     
Total 3269.279 4859       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between Camp three by 
district are reflected in Table 4.62. 
Table 4.62: Scheffe’s test on camp three by district 
District 1 District 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’
s p Cohen's d 
Central East Coast -0.13 .039 0.17 Not sig. 
Central Limpopo -0.01 1.000 0.01 Not sig. 
Central Mpumalanga -0.03 .966 0.04 Not sig. 
Central Southern 0.03 .947 0.04 Not sig. 
East Coast Limpopo 0.12 .022 0.15 Not sig. 
East Coast Mpumalanga 0.09 .341 0.12 Not sig. 
East Coast Southern 0.16 .002 0.20 Small 
Limpopo Mpumalanga -0.03 .976 0.03 Not sig. 
Limpopo Southern 0.04 .863 0.04 Not sig. 
Mpumalanga Southern 0.06 .660 0.08 Not sig. 
 
Table 4.62 suggests that there is a small practically significant difference in terms of 
Cohen’s d between camp three by district between East Coast and Southern districts 
(0.20). From the mean scores in Table 4.60, it is evident that employees from East Coast 
district (M=3.05) scored significantly higher than employees from Southern district 
(M=2.89). 
 
Table 4.63 highlights the descriptive statistics for Camp three by race. 
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Table 4.63: Descriptive statistics- camp three by race 
Group All Coloured Asian Black White 
N 4243 584 73 3018 568 
Mean 2.97 2.96 2.76 2.94 3.13 
SD 0.80 0.80 0.79 0.82 0.65 
95% CI low 2.94 2.89 2.58 2.91 3.08 
95% CI high 2.99 3.02 2.94 2.97 3.18 
 
According to Table 4.63 it is evident that only White employees have a mean score above 
3. 
 
Table 4.64 depicts the ANOVA results for Camp three by race. 
Table 4.64: ANOVA camp three by race 
Source of Variation SS Df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 20.422 3 6.807 8.882 <.0005 
Within Groups 3248.857 4239 0.766     
Total 3269.279 4242       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between Camp three by race 
are reflected in Table 4.65. 
Table 4.65: Scheffe’s test on Camp three by race 
Race 1 Race 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Coloured Asian 0.20 .342 0.25 Small 
Coloured Black 0.02 .979 0.02 Not sig. 
Coloured White -0.17 .011 0.24 Small 
Asian Black -0.18 .383 0.22 Small 
Asian White -0.37 .009 0.56 Medium 
Black White -0.19 <.0005 0.24 Small 
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Table 4.65 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between camp three by race between Coloured and Asian employees (0.25); 
Coloured and White employees (0.24); Asian and Black employees (0.22) and Black and 
White employees (0.24). There is a medium practically significant difference between 
Asian and White employees (0.56) as can be seen from Table 4.65 
According to Table 4.63, White employees (M=3.13) scored significantly higher than 
Coloured (M=2.96), Asian (M=2.76) and Black employees (M=2.94). 
 
Table 4.66 highlights the descriptive statistics for Camp three by functional area. 
Table 4.66 Descriptive statistics- Camp three by functional area 
Group All FIN HR LOG MNF PLN SM 
n 4526 328 83 2422 703 26 964 
Mean 2.95 2.95 3.25 2.89 2.89 2.90 3.13 
SD 0.81 0.69 0.68 0.86 0.82 0.74 0.68 
95% CI 
low 2.93 2.87 3.10 2.85 2.83 2.61 3.09 
95% CI 
high 2.98 3.02 3.40 2.92 2.95 3.20 3.17 
 
According to Table 4.66 it is evident that only Human Resources and Sales and Marketing 
employees have mean scores above 3. 
 
Table 4.67 depicts the ANOVA results for Camp three by functional area. 
Table 4.67: ANOVA camp three on functional area 
Source of 
Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 50.426 5 10.085 14.162 <.0005 
Within Groups 3218.853 4520 0.712     
Total 3269.279 4525       
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A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between Camp three by 
functional area are reflected in Table 4.68. 
Table 4.68: Scheffe’s test on camp three for functional area 
Functional Area 
1 
Functional Area 
2 
Diff. 
M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Finance HR -0.30 .124 0.44 Small 
Finance Logistics 0.06 .922 0.07 Not sig. 
Finance Manufacturing 0.06 .961 0.07 Not sig. 
Finance Planning 0.04 1.000 0.06 Not sig. 
Finance 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.18 .044 0.27 Small 
HR Logistics 0.36 .011 0.43 Small 
HR Manufacturing 0.36 .018 0.45 Small 
HR Planning 0.35 .640 0.50 Medium 
HR 
Sales & 
Marketing 0.12 .899 0.18 Not sig. 
Logistics Manufacturing 0.00 1.000 0.00 Not sig. 
Logistics Planning -0.01 1.000 0.02 Not sig. 
Logistics 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.24 <.0005 0.30 Small 
Manufacturing Planning -0.01 1.000 0.02 Not sig. 
Manufacturing 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.24 <.0005 0.32 Small 
Planning 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.23 .873 0.33 Small 
 
 
According to Table 4.68 there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between camp three by functional area between Finance and Human 
Resources (0.44); Finance and Sales and Marketing (0.27); Human Resources and 
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Logistics (0.43); Human Resources and Manufacturing (0.45); Logistics and Sales and 
Marketing (0.30); Manufacturing and Sales and Marketing (0.32) and Planning and Sales 
and Marketing (0.33). A medium practically significant difference is evident between the 
Human Resources and Planning function (0.50). 
The mean scores in Table 4.66 indicate that Human Resources (M=3.25) employees 
scored significantly higher than Logistics (M=2.89), Manufacturing (M=2.89), Planning 
(M=2.90) and Finance employees (M=2.95). Similarly, Sales and Marketing employees 
(M=3.13) scored significantly higher than Logistics (M=2.89), Manufacturing (M=2.89), 
Planning (M=2.90) and Finance employees (M=2.95). 
 
 4.5.6 Demographic differences for questions 13 and 14  
Table 4.69 displays ANOVA for the demographic variable questions 13 and 14. District 
(p<0.0005), race (p<0.0005) and functional area (p<0.009) had p-values less than 0.05 
indicating statistical significance differences between the means. 
 
Table 4.69: Univariate ANOVA Results for question 13 and 14 
Effect F-value D.F. p 
District 29.47 4; 3955 <.0005 
Race 7.09 3; 3955 <.0005 
Functional Area 3.07 5; 3955 .009 
 
Table 4.70 highlights the descriptive statistics for questions 13 and 14 by district. 
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Table 4.70: Descriptive statistics- questions 13 and 14 by district 
Group All Central 
East 
Coast Limpopo Mpumalanga Southern 
N 4794 867 827 1460 596 1044 
Mean 2.94 2.98 3.12 2.83 2.97 2.91 
SD 0.78 0.73 0.66 0.87 0.84 0.72 
95% CI 
low 2.92 2.93 3.08 2.78 2.90 2.86 
95% CI 
high 2.96 3.03 3.17 2.87 3.04 2.95 
 
According to Table 4.70 it is evident that only East Coast district has a mean score above 
3. 
 
Table 4.71 depicts the ANOVA results for question 13 and 14 by district. 
Table 4.71: ANOVA question 13 and 14 by district 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 48.575 4 12.144 19.773 <.0005 
Within Groups 2941.236 4789 0.614     
Total 2989.811 4793       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between question 13 and 14 
by district is reflected in Table 4.72. 
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Table 4.72: Scheffe’s test on question 13 and 14 by district 
District 1 District 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’
s p Cohen's d 
Central East Coast -0.14 .006 0.21 Small 
Central Limpopo 0.15 .001 0.18 Not sig. 
Central Mpumalanga 0.01 1.000 0.01 Not sig. 
Central Southern 0.07 .427 0.10 Not sig. 
East Coast Limpopo 0.29 <.0005 0.37 Small 
East Coast Mpumalanga 0.16 .009 0.21 Small 
East Coast Southern 0.22 <.0005 0.31 Small 
Limpopo Mpumalanga -0.14 .010 0.16 Not sig. 
Limpopo Southern -0.08 .187 0.10 Not sig. 
Mpumalanga Southern 0.06 .694 0.08 Not sig. 
 
Table 4.72 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between question 13 and 14 by district for Central and East Coast (0.21); East 
Coast and Limpopo (0.37); East Coast and Mpumalanga (0.21) and East Coast and 
Southern districts (0.31). 
From Table 4.70 it is evident that employees from East Coast (M=3.12) district scored 
significantly higher than employees from Central (M=2.98), Limpopo (M=2.83), 
Mpumalanga (M=2.97) and Southern (M=2.9)1 districts. 
 
Table 4.73 highlights the descriptive statistics for questions 13 and 14 by race. 
Table 4.73: Descriptive statistics- question 13 and 14 on race 
Group All Coloured Asian Black White 
N 4193 578 73 2977 565 
Mean 2.97 2.93 2.88 2.96 3.11 
SD 0.76 0.69 0.63 0.80 0.58 
95% CI low 2.95 2.87 2.74 2.93 3.06 
95% CI high 3.00 2.98 3.03 2.99 3.16 
 
91 
 
According to Table 4.73 it is evident that only Coloured employees have a mean score 
above 3. 
 
Table 4.74 depicts the ANOVA results for question 13 and 14 by race. 
Table 4.74: ANOVA on question 13 and 14 on race 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 13.009 3 4.336 6.102 <.0005 
Within Groups 2976.802 4189 0.711     
Total 2989.811 4192       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between question 13 and 14 
by race is reflected in Table 4.75. 
Table 4.75: Scheffe’s test on question 13 and 14 on race 
Race 1 Race 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Coloured Asian 0.04 .983 0.06 Not sig. 
Coloured Black -0.03 .872 0.04 Not sig. 
Coloured White -0.18 .004 0.29 Small 
Asian Black -0.08 .904 0.09 Not sig. 
Asian White -0.23 .199 0.39 Small 
Black White -0.15 .002 0.20 Small 
 
Table 4.75 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between question 13 and 14 for Coloured and White employees (0.29); Asian 
and White employees (0.39) and Black and White employees (0.20). 
The mean scores in Table 4.73 indicate that White employees (M=3.11) scored 
significantly higher than Coloured (M=2.93), Asian (M=2.88) and Black employees 
(M=2.96) on questions 13 and 14. 
 
Table 4.76 highlights the descriptive statistics for questions 13 and 14 by functional area. 
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Table 4.76: Descriptive statistics- Question 13 and 14 by functional area 
Group All FIN HR LOG MNF PLN SM 
n 4461 328 83 2380 691 26 953 
Mean 2.96 2.97 3.21 2.91 2.99 3.04 3.03 
SD 0.77 0.65 0.51 0.84 0.76 0.63 0.64 
95% CI 
low 2.94 2.90 3.10 2.88 2.93 2.78 2.99 
95% CI 
high 2.98 3.04 3.32 2.95 3.04 3.29 3.07 
 
According to Table 4.76 it is evident that only Human Resources, Planning and Sales and 
Marketing employees have mean scores above 3. 
 
Table 4.77 depicts the ANOVA results for question 13 and 14 by functional area. 
Table 4.77: ANOVA question 13 and 14 on functional area 
Source of 
Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between 
Groups 15.475 5 3.095 4.636 <.0005 
Within Groups 2974.335 4455 0.668     
Total 2989.811 4460       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between question 13 and 14 
by functional area is reflected in Table 4.78. 
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Table 4.78: Scheffe’s test on question 13 and 14 on functional area 
Functional 
Area 1 
Functional Area 
2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’
s p Cohen's d 
Finance HR -0.24 .314 0.39 Small 
Finance Logistics 0.05 .942 0.07 Not sig. 
Finance Manufacturing -0.02 1.000 0.03 Not sig. 
Finance Planning -0.07 .999 0.11 Not sig. 
Finance 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.06 .927 0.10 Not sig. 
HR Logistics 0.30 .059 0.36 Small 
HR Manufacturing 0.23 .344 0.31 Small 
HR Planning 0.17 .972 0.32 Small 
HR 
Sales and 
Marketing 0.18 .574 0.29 Small 
Logistics Manufacturing -0.07 .519 0.09 Not sig. 
Logistics Planning -0.13 .988 0.15 Not sig. 
Logistics 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.11 .020 0.15 Not sig. 
Manufacturing Planning -0.05 1.000 0.07 Not sig. 
Manufacturing 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.04 .956 0.06 Not sig. 
Planning 
Sales and 
Marketing 0.01 1.000 0.02 Not sig. 
 
According to Table 4.78 there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d for question 13 and 14 by functional area between Finance and Human 
Resources (0.39); Human Resources and Logistics (0.36); Human Resources and 
Manufacturing (0.31); Human Resources and Planning (0.32) and Human Resources and 
Sales and Marketing (0.29). 
As can be seen from the mean scores in Table 4.76 Human Resources (M=3.21) 
employees scored significantly more than Planning (M=3.04), Sales and Marketing 
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(M=3.03), Finance (M=2.97), Logistics (M=2.91) and; Manufacturing employees 
(M=2.99).  
 
 4.5.7 Overall engagement demographic differences 
Table 4.79 displays ANOVA for the overall employee engagement. District (p<0.0005), 
race (p<0.0005) and functional area (p<0.0005) had p-values less than 0.05 indicating 
statistical significance differences between the means. 
 
Table 4.79: Univariate ANOVA Results – Overall engagement score 
Effect F-value D.F. p 
District 17.54 4; 3955 <.0005 
Race 8.69 3; 3955 <.0005 
Functional Area 9.54 5; 3955 <.0005 
 
Table 4.80 highlights the descriptive statistics for overall engagement by district. 
Table 4.80: Descriptive statistics on overall engagement by district 
Group All Central 
East 
Coast Limpopo 
Mpumalang
a 
Souther
n 
n 4866 882 840 1477 608 1059 
Mean 3.02 3.00 3.14 3.01 2.99 2.97 
SD 0.56 0.53 0.45 0.57 0.68 0.57 
95% CI low 3.00 2.96 3.11 2.98 2.94 2.94 
95% CI 
high 3.04 3.03 3.17 3.04 3.05 3.01 
 
According to Table 4.80 it is evident that only Central, East Coast and Limpopo districts 
have mean scores above 3. 
 
Table 4.81 depicts the ANOVA results for overall engagement by district. 
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Table 4.81: ANOVA on overall engagement by district 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 15.607 4 3.902 12.180 <.0005 
Within Groups 1557.091 4861 0.320     
Total 1572.698 4865       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between overall engagement 
by district are reflected in Table 4.82. 
Table 4.82 Scheffe’s test on overall engagement by district 
District 1 District 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Central East Coast -0.14 <.0005 0.29 Small 
Central Limpopo -0.01 .998 0.02 Not sig. 
Central Mpumalanga 0.01 1.000 0.01 Not sig. 
Central Southern 0.03 .884 0.05 Not sig. 
East Coast Limpopo 0.13 <.0005 0.25 Small 
East Coast Mpumalanga 0.15 <.0005 0.26 Small 
East Coast Southern 0.17 <.0005 0.32 Small 
Limpopo Mpumalanga 0.01 .991 0.02 Not sig. 
Limpopo Southern 0.04 .626 0.06 Not sig. 
Mpumalanga Southern 0.02 .964 0.04 Not sig. 
 
Table 4.82 highlights that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between overall engagement by district for Central and East Coast (0.29); East 
Coast and Limpopo (0.25); East Coast and Mpumalanga (0.26) and East Coast and 
Southern districts (0.32). 
From Table 4.80, it is evident that East Coast (M=3.14) district scored significantly higher 
than Central (M=3.00); Limpopo district (M=3.010; Mpumalanga (M=2.99) and Southern 
(M=2.97) district on their overall engagement scores. 
 
Table 4.83 highlights the descriptive statistics for overall engagement by race. 
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Table 4.83: Descriptive statistics on overall engagement by race 
Group All Coloured Asian Black White 
n 4247 584 73 3022 568 
Mean 3.03 3.00 2.93 3.02 3.12 
SD 0.55 0.55 0.48 0.56 0.50 
95% CI low 3.02 2.96 2.82 3.00 3.08 
95% CI high 3.05 3.04 3.04 3.04 3.16 
 
Table 4.84 depicts the ANOVA results for overall engagement by race. 
Table 4.84: ANOVA on overall engagement by race 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 5.913 3 1.971 5.338 .001 
Within Groups 1566.785 4243 0.369     
Total 1572.698 4246       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between overall engagement 
by race are reflected in Table 4.85. 
Table 4.85: Scheffe’s test on overall engagement by race 
Race 1 Race 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Coloured Asian 0.07 .820 0.13 Not sig. 
Coloured Black -0.02 .861 0.04 Not sig. 
Coloured White -0.12 .011 0.23 Small 
Asian Black -0.10 .617 0.17 Not sig. 
Asian White -0.19 .092 0.39 Small 
Black White -0.10 .008 0.17 Not sig. 
 
Table 4.85 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between overall engagement for Coloured and White employees (0.23) and 
Asian and White employees (0.39). 
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As can be seen from Table 4.83, White (M=3.12) employees scored significantly more 
than Coloured (M=3.00) and Asian (M=2.93) employees on overall engagement 
 
Table 4.86 highlights the descriptive statistics for overall engagement by functional area. 
Table 4.86: Descriptive statistics- Overall engagement by functional area 
Group All FIN HR LOG MNF PLN SM 
n 4531 329 83 2426 703 26 964 
Mean 3.02 2.97 3.20 3.00 2.97 2.91 3.14 
SD 0.56 0.51 0.50 0.57 0.59 0.48 0.50 
95% CI 
low 3.01 2.91 3.09 2.98 2.93 2.72 3.10 
95% CI 
high 3.04 3.02 3.31 3.02 3.01 3.11 3.17 
 
According to Table 4.86 it is evident that only Human Resources, Logistics and Sales and 
Marketing employees have mean scores above 3. 
 
Table 4.87 depicts the ANOVA results for overall engagement by functional area. 
Table 4.87 ANOVA on overall engagement on functional area 
Source of 
Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between 
Groups 19.755 5 3.951 11.512 <.0005 
Within Groups 1552.943 4525 0.343     
Total 1572.698 4530       
 
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between overall engagement 
by functional area are reflected in Table 4.88. 
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Table 4.88: Scheffe’s test on overall engagement by functional area 
Functional Area 
1 
Functional Area 
2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Finance HR -0.24 .059 0.46 Small 
Finance Logistics -0.03 .980 0.05 Not sig. 
Finance Manufacturing 0.00 1.000 0.00 Not sig. 
Finance Planning 0.05 .999 0.11 Not sig. 
Finance 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.17 .001 0.33 Small 
HR Logistics 0.21 .080 0.36 Small 
HR Manufacturing 0.23 .039 0.40 Small 
HR Planning 0.29 .437 0.59 Medium 
HR 
Sales and 
Marketing 0.07 .962 0.13 Not sig. 
Logistics Manufacturing 0.03 .943 0.05 Not sig. 
Logistics Planning 0.08 .991 0.15 Not sig. 
Logistics 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.14 <.0005 0.25 Small 
Manufacturing Planning 0.06 .999 0.10 Not sig. 
Manufacturing 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.17 <.0005 0.31 Small 
Planning 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.22 .602 0.44 Small 
 
Table 4.88 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d for overall engagement by functional area between Finance and Human 
Resources (0.46); Finance and Sales and Marketing (0.33); Human Resources and 
Logistics (0.36); Human Resources and Manufacturing (0.40); Logistics and Sales and 
Marketing (0.25); Manufacturing and Sales and Marketing (0.31) and; Planning and Sales 
and Marketing (0.44). A medium practically significant difference between Human 
Resources and Planning (0.59) can be seen from Table 4.88. 
99 
 
Table 4.86 suggests that Human Resources (M=3.20) employees scored significantly 
higher than Logistics (M=3.00), Finance (M=2.97), Planning (M=2.91) and Manufacturing 
(M=2.97) employees. Additionally, Sales & Marketing (M=3.14) employees scored 
significantly higher than Manufacturing (M=2.97), Planning (M=2.97), Logistics (M=3.00) 
and Finance (M=2.97) employees. 
 
 4.5.8 Performance rating demographic differences 
Table 4.89 displays ANOVA for the performance rating. District (p<0.0005), race 
(p<0.0005) and functional area (p<0.0005) had p-values less than 0.05 indicating 
statistically significant differences between the means. 
 
Table 4.89: Univariate ANOVA Results - Performance Rating 
Effect F-value D.F. p 
District 8.90 4; 1868 <.0005 
Race 19.27 3; 1868 <.0005 
Functional Area 12.43 5; 1868 <.0005 
 
 
Table 4.90 highlights the descriptive statistics for Performance by district. 
Table 4.90:  Descriptive statistics- Performance by district  
Group All Central East Coast 
Limpop
o 
Mpumalang
a 
Souther
n 
n 1997 355 323 376 292 651 
Mean 3.00 3.05 2.98 2.96 2.96 3.04 
SD 0.26 0.23 0.31 0.26 0.22 0.26 
95% CI low 2.99 3.03 2.94 2.93 2.93 3.02 
95% CI high 3.02 3.07 3.01 2.98 2.99 3.06 
 
According to Table 4.90 it is evident that only Central and Southern districts have mean 
scores above 3. 
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Table 4.91 depicts the ANOVA results for Performance by district. 
Table 4.91: ANOVA on Performance by district 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 3.249 4 0.812 12.196 <.0005 
Within Groups 132.657 1992 0.067     
Total 135.906 1996       
 
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between performance by 
district are reflected in Table 4.92. 
Table 4.92: Scheffe’s test performance by district 
District 1 District 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Central East Coast 0.07 .009 0.27 Small 
Central Limpopo 0.09 <.0005 0.37 Small 
Central Mpumalanga 0.09 .001 0.40 Small 
Central Southern 0.01 .996 0.03 Not sig. 
East Coast Limpopo 0.02 .934 0.06 Not sig. 
East Coast Mpumalanga 0.02 .962 0.06 Not sig. 
East Coast Southern -0.07 .008 0.24 Small 
Limpopo Mpumalanga 0.00 1.000 0.01 Not sig. 
Limpopo Southern -0.08 <.0005 0.32 Small 
Mpumalanga Southern -0.08 <.0005 0.33 Small 
 
Table 4.92 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between performance by district for Central and East Coast (0.27); Central and 
Limpopo (0.37); Central and Mpumalanga (0.40); East Coast and Southern (0.24); 
Limpopo and Southern (0.32) and Mpumalanga and Southern (0.33) districts. 
According to Table 4.90, employees for Central (M=3.05) district scored higher than 
employees from East Coast (M=2.98), Limpopo (M=2.96) and Mpumalanga district 
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(M=2.96). Additionally, employees from Southern district (M=3.04) scored higher than the 
East Coast (M=2.98), Limpopo (M=2.96) and Mpumalanga district (M=2.96). 
 
Table 4.93 highlights the descriptive statistics for Performance by race. 
Table 4.93: Descriptive statistics on performance by race 
Group All Coloured Asian Black White 
N 1883 350 96 859 578 
Mean 3.01 2.99 3.09 2.97 3.06 
SD 0.26 0.24 0.28 0.26 0.25 
95% CI low 2.99 2.97 3.03 2.95 3.04 
95% CI high 3.02 3.02 3.15 2.99 3.08 
 
According to Table 4.93 it is evident that only Asian and White employees have mean 
scores above 3. 
 
Table 4.94 depicts the ANOVA results for performance by race. 
Table 4.94: ANOVA on performance by race 
Source of Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between Groups 3.537 3 1.179 16.738 <.0005 
Within Groups 132.369 1879 0.070     
Total 135.906 1882       
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between performance by 
race are reflected in Table 4.95. 
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Table 4.95: Scheffe’s test on performance by race 
Race 1 Race 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Coloured Asian -0.10 .020 0.38 Small 
Coloured Black 0.03 .503 0.10 Not sig. 
Coloured White -0.06 .005 0.26 Small 
Asian Black 0.12 <.0005 0.46 Small 
Asian White 0.03 .763 0.12 Not sig. 
Black White -0.09 <.0005 0.35 Small 
 
Table 4.95 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between performance ratings by race for Coloured and Asian employees 
(0.38); Coloured and White employees (0.26); Asian and Black employees (0.46) and 
Black and White employees (0.35). 
Table 4.93 indicates that Asian (M=3.09) and White (M=3.06) employees scored 
significantly higher than Coloured (M=2.99) and Black (M=2.97) employees on overall 
performance. 
 
Table 4.96 highlights the descriptive statistics for Performance by functional area. 
Table 4.96: Descriptive statistics on performance by functional area 
Group All FIN HR LOG MNF PLN SM 
n 1997 305 63 358 393 19 859 
Mean 3.00 2.98 3.12 2.94 3.02 3.21 3.02 
SD 0.26 0.19 0.27 0.19 0.28 0.23 0.29 
95% CI 
low 2.99 2.96 3.05 2.92 2.99 3.09 3.00 
95% CI 
high 3.02 3.00 3.19 2.96 3.05 3.32 3.04 
 
According to Table 4.96 it is evident that only Human Resources, Manufacturing, Planning 
and; Sales and Marketing employees have mean scores above 3. 
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Table 4.97 depicts the ANOVA results for performance by functional area. 
Table 4.97: ANOVA on performance by functional area 
Source of 
Variation SS df MS F p-value 
Between 
Groups 3.850 5 0.770 11.610 <.0005 
Within Groups 132.056 1991 0.066     
Total 135.906 1996       
 
 
A post hoc Scheffe’s test was calculated and the differences between performance by 
functional area are reflected in Table 4.98. 
 
Table 4.98 suggests that there are small practically significant differences in terms of 
Cohen’s d between performance by functional area for Finance and Logistics (0.22); 
Human Resources and Manufacturing (0.35); Human Resources and Planning (0.34); 
Human Resources and Sales and Marketing (0.33); Logistics and Manufacturing (0.35) 
and; Logistics and Sales and Marketing (0.33). There are also medium practically 
significant differences between Finance and Human Resources (0.68); Manufacturing 
and Planning (0.67) and Planning and Sales and Marketing (0.64). Furthermore, large 
practically significant differences were inferred between Finance and Planning (1.18); 
Human Resources and Logistics (0.89) and Logistics and Planning (1.40). 
The mean scores in Table 4.96 indicate that Human Resources (M=3.12), Manufacturing 
(M=3.02) and Sales and Marketing (M=3.02) employees scored significantly higher than 
Finance (M=2.98) and Logistics employees (M=2.94). 
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Table 4.98: Scheffe’s test on performance by functional area 
Functional 
Area 1 
Functional 
Area 2 
Diff. M1-
M2 
Scheffe’s 
p Cohen's d 
Finance HR -0.14 .009 0.68 Medium 
Finance Logistics 0.04 .516 0.22 Small 
Finance Manufacturing -0.04 .457 0.17 Not sig. 
Finance Planning -0.23 .015 1.18 Large 
Finance 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.05 .229 0.17 Not sig. 
HR Logistics 0.18 <.0005 0.89 Large 
HR Manufacturing 0.10 .168 0.35 Small 
HR Planning -0.09 .884 0.34 Small 
HR 
Sales and 
Marketing 0.10 .157 0.33 Small 
Logistics Manufacturing -0.08 .001 0.35 Small 
Logistics Planning -0.27 .001 1.40 Large 
Logistics 
Sales and 
Marketing -0.09 <.0005 0.33 Small 
Manufacturing Planning -0.19 .091 0.67 Medium 
Manufacturing 
Sales and 
Marketing 0.00 1.000 0.01 Not sig. 
Planning 
Sales and 
Marketing 0.18 .092 0.64 Medium 
 
 
4.6 SUMMARY OF THE HYPOTHESIS TESTING 
A number of hypotheses were examined throughout this chapter. These hypotheses are 
summarised below in Table 4.99, according to those which were accepted (results 
indicate evidence that agrees with the hypothesis) and rejected (results disprove the 
105 
 
hypothesis) in the chi-square analyses, however, the results from the majority of the 
ANOVA indicates small practically significant differences between the various 
demographic variables. 
 
Table 4.99: Summary of hypothesis testing 
Hypothesis 1 There is no difference between year and performance 
ratings 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 2 There is no differences between gender and base 
camp scores 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 3 There is no difference between gender and camp 
three scores 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 4 There is no difference between gender and question 
13 and 14 engagement scores 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 5 There is no difference between gender and 
performance ratings 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 6 There is no difference between district and base camp 
scores 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 7 There is no difference between district and camp one 
scores 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 8 There is no difference between district and camp two 
scores 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 9 There is no difference between district and question 
13 and 14 engagement scores 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 10 There is no difference between district and overall 
engagement scores 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 11 There is no difference between district and 
performance ratings 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 12 There is no difference between race and camp three Rejected 
Hypothesis 13 There is no difference between race and question 13 
and 14 engagement scores 
Rejected 
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Hypothesis 14 There is no difference between race and performance 
ratings 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 15 There is no difference between functional area and 
base camp 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 16 There is no difference between functional area and 
camp one 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 17 There is no difference between functional area and 
camp two 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 18 There is no difference between functional area and 
camp three 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 19 There is no difference between functional area and 
question 13 and 14 engagement scores 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 20 There is no difference between functional area and 
overall engagement 
 Accepted 
Hypothesis 21 There is no difference between functional area and 
performance ratings 
Rejected 
 
 
4.7 CONCLUSION 
The current presented the results of the present research study. The results were 
presented in such a way as to address the research question of this study. The following 
chapter will discuss the results and provide recommendations and limitations. 
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CHAPTER 5 
CONCLUSION 
 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
Chapters Two to Four have outlined the theory, research methodology and results 
regarding this study.  Specifically, in the previous chapter, the results of the statistical 
analysis were presented in order to answer the research questions and reach conclusions 
regarding the hypotheses.   
 
This chapter will provide a discussion both of the relationship between employee 
engagement and performance as well as other significant results. The chapter also 
provides implications that can be derived and recommendations that can be made, based 
on the findings, for the organisation under review. 
 
5.2 SURVEY RESULTS 
The following discussion will focus primarily on the results of the relationship between 
employee engagement and performance as well as the strength of that relationship. 
Inferences will also be drawn on the relationship between the different sampling units and 
the relationships between the various employee engagement camps as well as with 
overall performance. 
 
5.2.1  RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN VARIABLES 
In Chapter Four, Pearson’s product-moment correlations were utilised to calculate the 
relationships between the total scores for employee engagement and performance as 
well as for the various camps within the employee engagement survey. Chi-square tests 
were also utilised to determine whether there is a relationship between employee 
engagement, performance and the various sampling units. 
   
With reference to Table 4.7, a small statistically significant relationship between 
performance and camp one (0.152), camp two (0.261) and camp three (0.184) as well as 
for overall engagement (0.198) were found. These results support the research studies 
that suggest a strong, positive relationship between employee engagement and job 
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performance (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Bakker et al., 2011; Saks, 2006). However, it is 
worth noting that the relationship evident in the inferential statistics was not as strong as 
previous research conducted. 
These research papers found a significant and clear link between employee engagement 
and performance (Salanova et al., 2005; Andrew & Sofian; 2012). 
 
 5.2.2 DEMOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES  
The following section discusses the results of the t-tests, correlations, ANOVAs and chi-
square analyses that were drawn between the various employee engagement camps, 
overall engagement and performance over the two years. 
To reiterate, the statistical significance of difference was determined by examining 
variations in mean scores of demographic groups, therefore highlighting the results in the 
chi-square analyses. 
 For all the various chi-square analyses looking at employee engagement and 
performance across the various demographical variables, small practically significant 
differences were inferred. A summary of the individual demographic variables will be 
provided in the sections below. It is important to note that insufficient research has been 
conducted in this field to substantiate or contradict the research findings in this study. 
 
However, the hypothesis set out for the chi-square analyses could not entirely be 
compared to that of the ANOVAs given the contradictions around the two tests and the 
respective outcome of the results. Where comparisons were significantly similar, these 
were highlighted as can be seen in the section above. 
 
The post hoc Scheffe’s tests revealed practically significant differences between the 
various districts and functional areas. These results support the hypothesis of differences 
in the various districts and functional areas highlighting the fact that districts and 
functional areas scored significantly differently on the base camp. 
For camp one, post hoc Scheffe’s tests also highlighted practically significant differences 
between the various districts and functional areas. These results support the hypothesis 
of differences in the various districts and functional areas highlighting the fact that districts 
and functional areas scored significantly differently on camp one. 
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The results of the Scheffe’s test in camp two highlighted practically significant differences 
between the various districts, racial groups and functional areas. These results support 
the hypothesis of differences in the various districts, race and functional areas highlighting 
the fact that districts, racial groups and functional areas scored significantly different on 
camp two. 
For camp three, post hoc Scheffe’s tests also highlighted practically significant differences 
between the various districts, racial groups and functional areas. These results support 
the hypothesis of differences in the various districts, racial groups and functional areas 
highlighting the fact that districts, racial groups and functional areas scored significantly 
different on camp three.  
For overall engagement, the results of the Scheffe’s test highlighted practically significant 
differences between the various districts, racial groups and functional areas. It was 
interesting to note that for the functional areas, Human Resources scored significantly 
higher than Planning, with a medium practical significance. These results therefore 
partially accept H20 as within the chi-square analysis in Table 4.28, there are no 
differences between the scoring on overall engagement for the different functional areas.  
The results of the Scheffe’s test for performance also indicated practically significant 
differences between the various districts, racial groups and functional areas. It was 
interesting to note that for the functional areas, Human Resources scored significantly 
higher than Finance and; Planning scored higher than Manufacturing and Sales and 
Marketing with a medium practical significance. The drastic change in the merger of the 
Logistics and Sales and Marketing, could potentially be highlighted as a possible reason 
for the drop in performance. The Planning function is centrally located and allows for 
constant interaction between managers and employees, thus allowing for more of an 
advantage with regards to managers being in close reach of their employees. 
Furthermore, the results indicated large practical significant differences between various 
functional areas as well. These results support the hypothesis of differences in the various 
districts, race and functional areas highlighting the fact that districts, racial groups and 
functional areas scored significantly different for performance.  
 
 5.2.2.1 Differences across years of measurement 
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The t-test results showed that there were statistically significant differences between each 
employee engagement camp, as well as overall employee engagement, across the two 
years of measurement. These results were, however, not practically significant, as 
Cohen’s d values for each were less than 0.20. It can therefore be speculated that various 
elements including the changes in the landscape of the organisation in terms of the recent 
restructure of two functional areas, as well as employees resigning and new employees 
joining the organisation, could have impacted the employee engagement and 
performance scores (Elzette Pieterse-Landman, personal communication, 11 September 
2014) . 
 It is evident that for performance, a larger portion of employees scored in the middle 50% 
of scores in 2012 whereas in 2013 the spread was more even according to Table 4.9. A 
drop in overall performance scores could potentially be attributed to the above areas 
highlighted by the changes in the landscape of the organisation in terms of the recent 
restructure of two functional areas, as well as employees resigning and new employees 
joining the organisation as well. It is still not clear what could have resulted in the decrease 
in performance scores, however a number of external and internal challenges can be 
alluded to. These include the rapid changing nature of the business challenges of the 
organisation under review as well as the recent restructure of two functional areas. The 
merging of the Logistics and Sales and Marketing functional areas have left the 
organisation with the challenge of managing change and engaging employees in the new 
structure and subsequent roles which they now need to occupy. Combined, these 
functional areas account for the biggest function in terms of headcount, volumes and 
revenue. According to CEB (2013), the following current realties are significant to the 
challenges faced by the organisation under review: 
• The current strained global economic climate and changing competitor landscape 
brings great challenges in ensuring revenue growth. 
• Top and bottom line growth is critical for survival, and this with constrained budgets 
and fewer employees to get more done. 
• The business environment has changed drastically in terms of the way work gets 
done: Increased interdependence amongst employees needed to get work done, 
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increased collaboration and coordination across virtual boundaries needed, 
increased information analysis and processing requirements to make informed 
decisions and three generations in the business all with different needs and 
preferences. 
 
5.2.2.2 Differences across gender by engagement and performance 
 A statistically significant difference for base camp and overall performance by gender was 
identified in the results of the t-test in Table 4.30; however, these results were not 
practically significant, thus highlighting the aspect that these results accepted H2 and H5, 
regardless of the sample size difference for males and females. 
According to the Chi-square results for the base camp, it is evident that the difference in 
engagement scores across genders is of small practical significance according to Table 
4.10, indicating that both males and females scored higher in the bottom of 25% of scores, 
thus accepting H2. This indicates that more males and females do not agree to clear 
expectations being set by their managers and having the necessary tools and equipment 
to do their work, than those who agree. For camp three, there was a more even 
distribution between males and females, thus accepting H3. It can therefore be noted that 
same amount of employees differently toward whether they receive sufficient feedback 
regarding their progress from their managers and whether they receive the opportunity to 
learn and grow within their role.  For questions 13 and 14, more females then males 
scored highly in the middle 50% of scores, thus rejecting H4. However, it is important to 
note that the reliability of these results is questionable, due to the low internal consistency 
of question 13 and 14. 
  For gender and performance, both males and females scored more in the middle 50% of 
scores, thus confirming the t-test that the majority of males and females met the minimum 
requirements of their jobs according to Table 4.3. However, it is critical to note that, in the 
current economic and competitive climate, organisations need to show a 20 percent 
improvement in employee performance in order to just achieve business objectives – let 
alone growth (CEB, 2013). 
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 . The difference in the sample sizes between male and female employees is also 
considerably different, as the business environment and the nature of the organisation 
allows for more males to be employable by the organisation under review. The majority 
of females occupy administrative to managerial levels within the organisation under 
review and to a lesser extent operational and manual labour. 
Hypothesis 2 There is no differences between gender and base 
camp scores 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 3 There is no difference between gender and camp 
three scores 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 4 There is no difference between gender and question 
13 and 14 engagement scores 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 5 There is no difference between gender and 
performance ratings 
Accepted 
 
 
5.2.2.3 Differences across districts for engagement and performance 
For district by base camp, all districts scored more in the top 25% of scores, with a more 
even spread in the remaining categories, thus accepting H6 and indicating that more 
employees tend to disagree that their basic expectations are being met and they do not 
have all the necessary tools and equipment to do their work. For camp one, all districts 
scored more in the middle 50% of scores, with a more even spread in the remaining 
categories. These results imply that more employees agree that they receive sufficient 
opportunities to do what they are good at and that they receive the necessary recognition 
from their managers. It can also be added that more employees feel that they have 
someone at work that cares about them as a person and their development. It is worth 
noting that the direct impact links as cited in Table 2.2 for camp one are adding value to 
the impact it has on employees’ engagement levels. In camp two, Central district scored 
more in the bottom 25% of scores and East Coast district more in the middle 50% of 
scores according to Table 4.15, thus rejecting H8. For district by questions 13 and 14, 
Limpopo District scored more in the first category and; East Coast District more in the 
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third category. Again, it is important to note that the reliability of these results is 
questionable, due to the low internal consistency of question 13 and 14. 
  A reason for the above phenomenon could be because the geographic spread of the 
various districts; that is, many of these small sites often operate in isolation and have 
certain procedures which are specifically related to that district. The different leadership 
styles across the different districts could also be have affected the difference in 
engagement and performance levels. 
 For both overall engagement and performance rating, all districts scored more in the 
middle 50% of scores, thus indicating that there is no difference in the relationship 
between district level and overall engagement and performance in the organisation under 
review. The majority of employees are meeting the overall requirements of their jobs and 
are actively engaged. 
 However, with this in mind, the results obtained here are not sufficient if the organisation 
under study wishes to remain competitive and to be adaptable to the changing nature of 
the requirements of the FMCG industry, both locally and on the international front. 
 
Hypothesis 6 There is no difference between district and base camp 
scores 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 7 There is no difference between district and camp one 
scores 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 8 There is no difference between district and camp two 
scores 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 9 There is no difference between district and question 
13 and 14 engagement scores 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 10 There is no difference between district and overall 
engagement scores 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 11 There is no difference between district and 
performance ratings 
Accepted 
  
 
5.2.2.4 Differences across race by engagement and performance 
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For camp three, Asian employees scored more in the bottom 25% of scores and White 
employees more in the middle 50% of scores, indicating that there is a difference in the 
relationship between racial groups. For questions 13 and 14,  Asian employees scored 
more in the middle 50% of scores, whereas all other racial groups had a more equal 
spread, thus indicating a difference in opinion for questions 13 and 14 between Asian 
employees and the rest of the racial groups in the organisation under study. The 
percentage of Asian employees relates to only 1.7 percent of the total sample. Again, the 
results obtained from questions 13 and 14 carry a low internal consistency. 
For race and performance rating, all racial groups scored more in the middle 50% of 
scores, thus indicating that there is no difference between district level overall 
engagement and performance in the organisation under review. The majority of the racial 
groups therefore meet the minimum requirements of their jobs. 
Hypothesis 12 There is no difference between race and camp three Rejected 
Hypothesis 13 There is no difference between race and question 13 
and 14 engagement scores 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 14 There is no difference between race and performance 
ratings 
Accepted 
 
 
5.2.2.5 Differences across functional area by engagement and performance 
 Based on the results for functional area by engagement, it is evident that there are 
recognisable differences in how the different functional areas score on engagement and 
performance. The different functional areas have various employee engagement 
programmes in place (both formal and informal). These programmes all attempt to 
increase engagement levels. The fact that most functional areas are geographically 
spread should also be taken into account when reviewing the results as some employees 
in the same function, but located in different districts could potentially be exposed to 
different engagement exercises. 
 The only area where no differences were significant was in that of base camp and overall 
engagement scores. This implies that for the above areas, the majority of employees 
agree that their basic needs are being met; they have the necessary tools and equipment 
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to do their work and that the majority of employees are overall actively engaged in their 
work.  
   
Hypothesis 15 There is no difference between functional area and 
base camp 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 16 There is no difference between functional area and 
camp one 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 17 There is no difference between functional area and 
camp two 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 18 There is no difference between functional area and 
camp three 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 19 There is no difference between functional area and 
question 13 and 14 engagement scores 
Rejected 
Hypothesis 20 There is no difference between functional area and 
overall engagement 
 Partially 
Accepted 
Hypothesis 21 There is no difference between functional area and 
performance ratings 
Rejected 
 
 It is also important to understand that many individual factors affect performance 
according to Zahargier and Balasundaram (2011) and perhaps looking at performance at 
a functional level is somewhat not a realistic overview of specific individuals within the 
functional area that perform particularly well over others who do not. 
To reiterate, these factors include a combination of different attributes i.e. values, beliefs, 
critical thinking and anticipation of success and work attitude (Zahargier & Balasundaram, 
2011). 
 
5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on the results of the present study, a number of recommendations are presented 
both for the organisation involved in the study and for future research on the topic. 
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5.3.1 Recommendations for the organisation  
It is advisable for the organisation under review and more specifically functional managers 
to scrutinise the various elements of the employee engagement results for their direct 
reports and work on formulating robust actions plans. 
It is also worth noting that informal employee engagement plans should be introduced by 
line managers as well. Line managers need to understand that employee engagement 
lies at the heart of the relationship between managers and employees and that it is not 
the role and responsibility of the human resources department alone to measure and flag 
engagement disconnects within the business. 
The direct impact links according to Table 2.2 serves as a toolbox for all formal 
engagement action plans that managers can utilise to enable engagement among their 
direct reports. Informal programmes need to be customised and tailor made to the specific 
needs of the different districts and functional areas as these are where the majority of the 
differences viewpoints and scoring were evident. 
 
5.3.2 Recommendations for future research 
It would be suggested that possible research areas to tap into should be that of the 
relationship between employee engagement and performance at various demographic 
levels as these were not apparent, particularly not in the South African business context. 
The research findings of this study with regards to demographic variables were therefore 
exploratory in nature. 
Another avenue for future research could be that of organisational change and its impact 
on employee engagement and job performance. Because the organisation was 
undergoing change during the 2013 period, it would have been interesting to infer whether 
the possible drop in engagement and performance scores could have been as a result of 
change occurring in the organisation. 
 
 
5.4 LIMITATIONS 
 The researcher used secondary data relying heavily on the data obtained by the 
organisation under study and had no direct involvement in the administration of the 
surveys at the time. The researcher was also limited in not being able to relate employee 
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engagement and performance scores back to individual employees, due to the anonymity 
of the employee engagement survey administration, therefore being unable to relate 
individual engagement to individual performance scores. There was also insufficient 
research (both quantitative and qualitative) into the various demographic groups that the 
researcher had chosen to explore with reference to employee engagement and 
performance, therefore allowing for inconclusive findings to be deduced in this regard. 
The researcher had to rely heavily on American literature resources and could not relate 
some of the aspects into the South African business environment and climate. 
 
5.5 CONTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY 
The organisation under review has emphasised the need to increase job performance in 
order to remain competitive and to increase the bottom line objective. The researcher was 
therefore of the view that if there is a strong relationship between employee engagement 
and job performance, then employees who are engaged in their work and the overall 
objectives are more likely to perform better in their work roles, but was however unable 
to prove this due to the limitations and anonymity of  engagement scores  
The literature aimed to highlight the current challenges that businesses in the FMCG 
industry are facing in the light of economic and other climates as stated in Chapter one. 
With this, the importance of employee engagement and performance of the workforce 
was highlighted by emphasising the relationship between employee engagement and its 
subsequent relationship to job performance. 
 According to Harter et al. (2002), these two constructs are independently critical to meet 
the objectives of businesses today and therefore it was important to establish whether an 
important relationship exists between the two constructs. 
The literature indicates that employee engagement is closely linked with organisational 
performance outcomes. Organisations with engaged employees have higher employee 
retention as a result of reduced turnover and reduced intention to exit the organisation as 
well (Andrew & Sofian, 2011; Harter et al., 2009; Kumar & Swetha, 2011). 
 
Furthermore, the researcher aimed to establish, by means of various empirical statistics, 
whether these relationships were both statistically and practically significant. 
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The empirical findings of this study in terms of the relationship between employee 
engagement and job performance were similar in that a relationship between the 
variables were proved; however findings from the literature research suggest direct and 
strong relationship between employee engagement and job performance, whereas the 
current study has not highlighted a very strong relationship based on the empirical 
findings. 
 
5.6 CONCLUSION 
The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between employee 
engagement and job performance. 
According to Harter et al. (2009) the relationship between engagement and performance 
at the business unit level is substantial and highly generalisable across organisations. 
The authors added that differences in correlations across organisations can be attributed 
to mostly to “study artifacts” (Harter, et al., 2009, p. 28).  
Due to the fact that many studies along with this study has proved the relationship 
between employee engagement and employee performance, it is apparent that 
organisations must note that employee engagement has to be improved for which the 
identified factors may be used as means to achieve the improvement. This will result in 
enriched employee performance as the study has confirmed that employee performance 
is related to employee engagement. 
The literature examined the importance of the engagement and performance and more 
specifically, the relationship between these variables and the impact it has on the bottom 
line of an organisation. 
The empirical findings confirmed the relationship, but to a lesser extent in terms of the 
strength of the relationship as compared to previous research studies. 
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